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ABSTRACT 

The  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan  for  the  MAPC  Region  (AHOP) 
was  prepared  to  help  individual   communities  update  local   housing  needs 
data  and  develop  workable  three-year  goals  and  strategies  to  meet 
15  percent  or  more  of  the  region's  housing  needs. 

The  Plan  consists  of  three  main  elements:  an  assessment  of  housing 
assistance  needs  for  the  region  and  for  each  community  within  the  region; 
housing  assistance  goals  for  the  region  and  for  each  community  within  the 
region;  and  three-year  implementation  strategies  to  meet  locally  developed 
goals. 

The  AHOP  will  be  of  interest  to  local  public  officials,  housing  pro- 
fessionals and  citizen  advocates  concerned  about  greater  Boston  housing 
issues.  Approval  of  the  Plan  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  (HUD)  will  mean  greater  local  control  over  the  amount  and  type 
of  federally  assisted  housing  units  as  well  as  bonus  points  to  participating 
communities  for  certain  HUD  housing  and  community  development  funds. 

If  the  AHOP  is  awarded  bonus  funds,  additional  Section  8,  Community 
Development  Block  Grant  (CDB6)  and  701  monies  will  be  made  available,  on 
a  priority  basis,  to  MAPC  communities  participating  in  the  Plan. 


CHAPTER  1 
Housing  Needs ^ 


Overview 


In  1970,  two  out  of  every  seven  households  in  the  MAPC  region  were 
in  need  of  housing  assistance. 2  These  259,371  households  were  either 
occupying  substandard  units,  overcrowded,  or  paying  more  than  25  percent  of 
their  adjusted  gross  income  for  housing. 

Over  the  past  eight  years,  substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
meeting  both  elderly  and  family  needs.   As  summarized  in  Table  1.1 
below,  close  to  60,000  households  have  been  assisted,  largely  through 
federal  and  state  rent  subsidy  programs  in  existing,  newly  constructed, 
or  rehabilitated  units. 


Table  1.1:  Comparison  of  Regional  Housing 
Needs  in  1970  and  1978 


Household  Type 

1970  Need(l^ 
Number    Percentage 

1978  Need(2) 
Number   Percentage 

Elderly 
Family 

107,122 
152,249 

41% 
59% 

84,719 
120,015 

41% 
59% 

TOTAL 

259,371 

100% 

204,734 

100% 

Sources:  Cl )  MAPC.  Low  and  Moderate  Income  Housing  Needs  in  the 
Boston  Region.  October,  1974. 
(2)  MAPC  staff  calculations  based  on  data  provided  by  DCA, 
verified  and  in  some  cases  revised  by  local  officials. 


1  This  Chapter  addresses  HUD  requirements  specified  in  sections 
891.503Ca)  and  (b)(l)(4),  and  (6);  and,  891.505(b)(6). 

2  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Low  and  Moderate  Income  Housing 
Needs  in  the  Boston  Region.  October,  1974.  This  report  was  developed  from 
data  obtained  from  the  state  Department  of  Community  Affairs. 
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On  a  regional  level,  housing  assistance  to  families  has  been  substantial. 
However,  most  of  this  assistance  has  been  in  subareas  of  the  region  where 
job  growth  and,  hence,  opportunities  for  employment  have  been  minimal. 

The  distribution  of  family  and  elderly  housing  assistance  to 
reduce  overall  need  since  1970  is  illustrated  in  the  following  table. 


Table  1.2:  Number  of  Assisted  Units  Provided  in 


Negative  Outreach  versus  Positive  Outreach 
Communities  (1970  to  1978) 


Communities 

Family  Housing 
Number        Percentage 

Elderly  Housing 
Number        Percentage 

Negative  Outreach 
Communities  (15) 

Positive  Outreach 
Communities  (85) 

27,985 
5,850 

83% 
17% 

13,533 
10,397 

57% 
43% 

TOTAL        (101) 

33,835 

100% 

23,930 

100% 

Negative  outreach  communities,  those  with  declining  economic  bases, 
relatively  weak  fiscal  capacity,  and  substantial  proportions  of  lower  income 
households,  have  assumed  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  family  assisted 
units.  Elderly  assistance  has  been  somewhat  more  evenly  distributed 
throughout  the  region. 


This  chapter  will 
an  approvable  plan,  an  a 
sistent  data  of  the  hous 
This  assessment  is  broke 
large  family),  (2)  housi 
groups  (female-headed,  h 
(4)  households  displaced 
this  chapter,  needs  data 
Appendix  B  in  Volume  2  p 
dictions,  regardless  of 


present,  in  accordance  with  HUD  requirements  for 
reawide  assessment  based  upon  uniform  and  con- 
ing assistance  needs  of  lower  income  households, 
n  down  by  (1)  household  type  (elderly,  small  and 
ng  tenure  (owner  and  renter),  and  (3)  special  needs 
andi capped,  and  minority  households),  and 
or  to  be  displaced  by  governmental  action.  In 
is  summarized  on  a  regional  and  subregional  basis, 
resents  the  same  information  for  all  101  juris- 
population  size.l 


1  891.503(a)  requires  this  information  only  for  individual  com- 
munities with  populations  of  25,000  or  more  and,  for  the  remaining  areas, 
a  summary  by  county.  MAPC  has  historically  developed  this  information  for 
all  municipalities  and  has,  thus,  provided  it  in  greater  detail. 
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After  a  brief  discussion  of  the  methodology  used  to  develop  these 
needs  data,  regional  and  subregional  housing  needs  are  first  assessed  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  assisted  units  needed  relative  to  the  total 
number  of  units  in  the  area.  This  measure  calibrates  the  magnitude  of 
remaining  need  compared  with  the  present  size  of  the  individual  or  sub- 
regional  area.  Second,  regional  needs  are  evaluated  by  household  type, 
tenure  type,  and  special  needs  groups.  Third,  units  needed  in  the  sub- 
regional  area  are  assessed  relative  to  the  areawide  need.  This  measures 
the  distribution  of  effort  required  to  meet  areawide  needs.  Fourth,  the 
breakdown  of  housing  needs  within  each  subregion  by  household  and  tenure 
type  is  examined.  Finally,  data  on  trends  in  the  private  housing  market 
are  presented. 

Methodology  Used  to  Develop  Original  Housing  Needs  Numbers  and  Updates 
by  MAPCi 

Housing  needs  were  developed  from  1970  Census  data  by  examining  the 
relationship  between  household  income  and  size  and  the  corresponding  number 
of  standard  units  by  size  and  price  distribution  which  would  accommodate 
these  households.  Housing  needs  amounted  to  the  shortfall  between  house- 
holds and  the  available  housing  units  in  adequate  condition. 

Elderly  needs  were  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  shortfall  between 
elderly  household  needs  and  the  supply  of  appropriate  housing  units  in 
each  individual  community.  Family  housing  needs  were  derived  on  the  basis 
of  not  only  indigenous  need,  but  also  the  number  of  households  which  could 
be  expected  to  reside  in  those  communities  where  economic  vitality,  both 
increases  in  employment  opportunities  and  fiscal  capacity,  would  sustain 
expanding  housing  opportunities. 

This  methodology  has  been  applied  consistently,  with  a  few  minor 
modifications  by  individual  communities,  since  the  early  1970's.  Thus, 
it  offers  not  only  a  current  assessment  of  housing  needs  within  and  between 
jurisdictions,  but  also  provides  a  basis  for  assessing  the  extent  to  which 
housing  efforts  since  1970  have  addressed  these  needs  12] Current  housing 
needs  figures  have  been  derived  by  subtracting  the  number  of  assisted  units 
provided  between  1970  and  1978  from  the  housing  needs  figures  in  1970. 
Further  breakdowns  by  housing  tenure  (owners  and  renters),  small  and  large 
families,  and  special  needs  groups  were  calculated  on  the  basis  of  cor- 
responding proportions  in  the  1970  population. 

The  initial  sections  in  this  chapter  will  focus  primarily  on  the 
applicability  of  this  data  base  to  assessing  the  remaining  or  current 
housing  need.  The  final  section  summarizes  recent  trends  in  household 
income  and  the  private  housing  market  and  the  extent  to  which  these  changes 
may  have  significant  implications  for  increasing  numbers  of  households  in 
need  of  assistance  throughout  the  region. 


1  See  Volume  2,  Appendix  C  for  a  more  detailed  description  of  housing 
needs  methodology. 

2/\i though  housing  needs  have  been  updated  annually  to  account  for  housing 
assistance  which  has  been  provided,  demographic  shifts  which  have  occured  since 
1970  are  not  reflected  in  the  1978  housing  needs  numbers.  It  is  anticipated 
that  data  from  the  1980  census  will  be  available  prior  to  the  next  three  year 
AHOP  cycle  so  that  population  shifts  and  changes  in  housing  needs  can  more 
accurately  be  gauged. 
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Housing  Needs  in  the  MAPC  Region  as  of  1978 

Over  21  percent  of  the  region's  households,  204,734  out  of  933,774 
are  still  in  need  of  housing  assistance.  A  breakdown  of  these  regional 
housing  needs  by  individual  communities  indicates  that  not  only  is  there 
a  concentration  of  these  households  in  the  Core  area,  but  a  fairly  high 
proportion  in  a  significant  number  of  suburban  communities  as  well 
(See  Figure  1-A).  Assisted  housing  units  needed  as  a  percent  of  total 
housing  units  amount  to  at  least  six  percent  or  more  in  a11  communities. 

Table  1 .3:  Housing  Need  in  Each  MAPC  Community 
as  a  Percent  of  Total  Housing  Units 

Percentage  of  Number  of 

Housing  Units  Needed  Communities 

6-10%  19 

n-15%  46 

16-20%  28 


^21% 


101   TOTAL 


Thus,  housing  needs  relative  to  the  size  of  local  housing  stock  is  somewhat 
evenly  distributed  throughout  the  region  with  the  majority  of  communities 
requiring  housing  assistance  for  an  additional  11  to  20  percent. 

Housing  Needs  by  Household  and  Tenure  Type 

Of  the  total  204,734  assisted  units  needed  in  the  region,  119,993 
units,  or  over  half,  are  needed  by  families  and  the  remaining  84,741   for 
the  elderly.  Among  family  and  elderly  households  in  need  of  assistance, 
64  percent  are  presently  renters  and  36  percent  are  owner  occupants. 

Table  1.4:  Summary  of  Regional  Housing  Needs 
by  Household  and  Tenure  Type 


ALL  HOUSEHOLDS,  BY  TYPE 

TOTAL 

OWNER 

RENTER 

Family 

119,993 

38,234 

81,759 

Small  Family  (4  persons  or  fewer) 

97,344 

29,429 

67,915 

Large  Family  (5  or  more  persons) 

22,649 

8,805 

13,844 

Elderly 

84,741 

36,381 

48,360 

TOTAL 

204,734 

74,615 

130,119 

Source:  Mass.  Department  of  Community  Affairs.  Housing  Needs  in  Massachusetts 
as  of  1/1/78, with  additional  computations  by  MAPC  Housing  staff  and  input 
from  local  officials. 


Figure  1-A 


Community  Housing  Needs 
As  a  Proportion  of 
Total  Housing  Units 


NORTHWEST 


!    h--^  ^'^ 


\S^ 


> 


< 


LEGEND 

I       I     6-10  percent 
[       j     11-15  percent 
mi      16-20  percent 
^^     —  21  percent 

Distribution  of  need  for  subsidized  housing  units 
througiiout  the  MAPC  region   is  expressed  by 
the  proportion  of  total  need  to  total   housing 
units  in  each  community. 


Scale  in  Miles 


SOURCE:  Massachusetts  Oept.  of 
Community  Affairs,  Housing  Fsleeds 
in  Massachusetts  as  of  1-1-78. 
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Additional  breakdowns  indicate  that  housing  of  special  needs  groups 
are  substantially  greater  than  the  proportion  of  the  total  households  in 
the  region.  For  example,  minority  households  represent  only  about 
5  percent  of  the  regional  population,  but  minority  needs  constitute  over 
10  percent  of  all  regional  housing  needs.  As  indicated  in  Table  1.5 
below,  minority  needs  are  weighted  more  heavily  toward  families  and_ 
renters  than  are  the  housing  needs  of  the  general  population  given  in 
Table  1.4. 


Table  1 .5:  Summary  of  Regional  Housing  Needs 
By  Special  Needs  Groups 


ALL  HOUSEHOLDS,  BY  TYPE 

TOTAL 

OWNER 

RENTER 

Minority  Households'^ ^ 

Family 

17,073 

3,052 

14,021 

Small  Family  (4  persons 

or 

less) 

12,371 

2,093 

10,278 

Large  Family  (5  or  more 

pe 

"sons) 

4,702 

959 

3,743 

Elderly 

5,115 

1,721 

3,394 

SUBTOTAL 

22,188 

4,773 

17,415 

Female  Headed  Households 

31,176 

8,979 

22,197 

Handicapped  Households 

25,284 

— 

— 

Physical  Disability^^^ 

20,834 

— 

— 

Mental  DisabilityCS) 

4,450  . 

— 

— 

Displaced  Persons^*^) 

1 

362 

— 

-- 

Sources:  Massachusetts  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  Housing  Needs 
in  Massachusetts  as  of  1/1/78, with  additional  computations 
by  the  MAPC  Housing  staff  and  input  from  local  communities. 

(1)  Minority  housing  needs  include  Black  and  Hispanic  persons 
only.  Information  for  American  Indians,  Asians  and 
Eskimos  is  too  fragmentary  to  ascertain  housing  needs. 

(2)  Massachusetts  Association  of  Paraplegics.  Housing  Needs 
of  the  Handicapped.  November, 1970. 

(3)  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.,  The  Health  Care 
Needs  of  the  Elderly  and  Chronically  Disabled  in  Massa- 
chusetts.  March  1975. 


(4)  Obtained  from  Housing  Assistance  Plans  for  18  out  of  21  HAP 
communities  and  AHOP  Community  Information  questionnaire  for 
11  out  of  80  non-HAP  communities. 
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Other  special  needs  groups  include  female-headed  households  which  comprise 
15  percent  of  the  total  needs,  handicapped  households  which  amount  to 
approximately  12  percent,  and  displaced  persons  who,  in  any  given  year, 
amount  to  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  total  remaining  need. 

Subregional  Housing  Needs  as  a  Share  of  Remaining  Regional  Need 

On  a  subregional  basis,  the  Core  houses  the  majority  of  the  region's 
households  (54  percent)  and  an  even  greater  percentage  of  those  house- 
holds in  need  of  assistance  (65  percent),  as  indicated  in  Table  1.6  below. 
Among  the  other  subregions,  only  the  North  Shore  has  housing  needs  over 
10  percent  of  the  region's  remaining  need.  This  percentage  is  proportional 
to  its  present  share  of  the  region's  households.  In  the  remaining  sub- 
regions,  the  number  of  households  as  a  percentage  of  those  in  the  region 
range  from  2  percent  to  10  percent  and,  in  all  cases,  their  share  of 
the  region's  need,  both  indigenous  and  expected  to  reside,  amounts  to 
7  percent  or  less. 


Table  1 .6:  Subregional  Housing  Needs  as  a 

Percentage  of  Regional  Housing  Need 


Subregion 

Total  # 
Households 
{%   of  Region) 

Total  Housing 

Needs 
{%   of  Region) 

Family  Housing 

Needs 
{%   of  Region) 

Elderly  Housing 

Needs 
(%  of  Region) 

Core 

54% 

65/0 

66% 

64% 

North  Shore 

13 

13 

11 

15 

North 

5 

3 

3 

3 

Northwest 

2 

2 

2 

1 

West 

8 

5 

5 

5 

Southwest 
South  Shore 


MAPC  REGION 


7 

10 


100% 
(933,774) 


100% 
(204,7341 


100% 
(119,993) 


100% 
(84,741) 


Distribution  of  Housing  Needs  Within  Each  Subregion  by  Household  and 
Tenure  Types 

Within  each  subregion,  family  needs  are  proportionately  greater  than 
elderly  needs.  This  is  particularly  true  outside  of  the  North  Shore  sub- 
region,  where  family  needs  are  less  than  the  regional  average  of  59  percent. 
In  other  subregions,  family  needs  account  for  58  to  65  percent  of  remaining 
need. 


Table  1 .7:  Family  and  Large  Family  Needs 
Relative  to  Total  Remaining 
Need  by  Subregion  (1/1/78) 


Subregion 

Family  Need 

as  a  Percent  of 

Total  Remaining  Need 

Large  Family  Needs 

as  a  Percent  of 

Family  Remaining  Need 

Core 

59% 

19X 

North  Shore 

52 

16 

North 

58 

20 

Northwest 

65 

26 

West 

59 

20 

Southwest 

61 

22 

South  Shore 

60 

21 

MAPC  REGION 

59% 
(119,993) 

19% 
(22,649) 

In  all  subregions,  large  family  needs,  i.e.,  households  of  five  or  more 
persons,  comprise  anywhere  from  one-seventh  to  one-fourth  of  remaining 
family  need. 

Needs  by  tenure  type  within  each  subregion  correspond  very  closely  to 
the  predominant  housing  stock  found  in  each  subregion.  (Table  1.8).  The 
Core  and  North  Shore  subregions,  both  with  significant  tenant  populations, 
account  for  over  85  percent  of  all  renter  household  needs  but  only  about 
64  percent  of  all  owner  needs.  Within  each  of  these  subregions,  renter 
needs  account  for  72  percent  and  61  percent  of  subregional  needs  respec- 
tively. Similarly,  in  the  remaining  subregions,  single  family  housing  is 
prevalent  and  housing  needs  are  accordingly  areater  among  owner  house- 
holds. 
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Table  1.8:  Distribution  of  Housing  Needs 


by  Housing  Type  and  Tenure 
Within  Each  Subregion 


Family 

Elderly 

Total 

Subregion 

Small         Large 
Family  {%)         Family  (%) 

Core 

Owner 
Renter 

10%          3% 
38          8 

15% 
26 

28% 
72 

SUBTOTAL 

48%         1 1  % 

41% 

100% 
(133,609) 

North  Shore 

Owner 
Renter 

1 5%          4% 
28           5 

20% 
28 

39% 
61 

SUBTOTAL 

43%          9% 

48% 

100% 
(25,607  ) 

North 

Owner 
Renter 

26%          9% 
21           2 

27% 
15 

62% 
38 

SUBTOTAL 

47%         11% 

42% 

100% 
(  6,943) 

Northwest 

Owner 
Renter 

30          11% 
18           6 

24% 
11 

65% 
35 

SUBTOTAL 

48%         1 7% 

35% 

100% 
(   3,333) 

West 

Owner 
Renter 

22%          8% 
26           4 

23% 
17 

53% 
47 

SUBTOTAL 

48%         1 2% 

40% 

100% 
(  10,853) 

Southwest 

Owner 
Renter 

27%         1 0% 
21           4 

24% 
14 

53% 
47 

SUBTOTAL 

48%          14% 

38% 

100% 
(  10,693) 

South  Shore 

Owner 
Renter 

25%          8% 
22           4 

26% 
15 

59% 
41 

SUBTOTAL 

47%          12% 

51% 

100% 
(  13,696) 

MARC  REGIONAL  TOTAL 

48%         1 1  % 
(97,344)      (22,649) 

47% 
(84,741) 

100% 
(204,734) 
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Trends  in  Household  Income  and  the  Private  Housing  Market 

An  MAPC  report  published  in  1976  identified  three  growing  problems 
in  the  unassisted  housing  market  in  metropolitan  Boston. ^ 

-  changes  in  family  income  relative  to  overall  housing  costs 

-  price  trends  of  new  and  existing  housing,  and 

-  increasing  costs  of  homeownership,  particularly  mortgage 
financing. 

Additional  problems  include  demographic  indicators  that  the  "baby  boom" 
is  now  entering  the  housing  market  and  compounding  pressures  on  the 
shortfall  in  supply  of  housing  in  the  Boston  region. 2 

Over  the  past  eight  years,  housing-related  costs  have  outpaced  in- 
creases in  the  costs  of  consumption  items  generally.  (See  Figure  1-B) 
Increases  in  utility  costs  by  over  100  percent  have  been  the  most 
pronounced  and  are  likely  to  have  significant  effects  on  homeowners  and 
renters  alike. 

Costs  of  homeownership  have  increased  such  that  more  households  are 
likely  to  be  priced  out  of  the  market.  Two  sources  of  these  costs  are 
substantial  increases  in  (a)  prices  of  existing  and  newly  constructed 
houses,  and  (b)  mortgage  financing  charges.  Between  1970  and  1978,  the 
average  sale  price  of  a  new  single-family  home  in  metropolitan  Boston  has 
increased  from  $44,958  to  $68,000,  or  51  percent.  For  existing  homes, 
the  increase  has  been  somewhat  greater,  from  $35,400  to  $54,000',  or 
55  percent.  The  major  increases  in  mortgage  financing  costs  are  attri- 
butable to  both  the  greater  dollar  amount  of  the  mortgage,  as  a  result 
of  increased  purchase  prices,  as  well  as  steadily  higher  interest  rates. 
While  in  1970  the  income  required  to  purchase  an  average  priced  home 
was  115  percent  of  the  median  household  income,  by  1978  a  household 
needed  an  income  of  123  percent  above  the  median  for  all  households  in 
metropolitan  Boston.  (See  Table  1.9)  Thus,  as  housing  related  costs 
have  outpaced  general  increases  in  income,  the  need  for  housing 
assistance  in  metropolitan  Boston  has  become  that  much  more  acute. 


1  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Problems  Involving  the  Sup- 
ply of  Housing  in  the  Boston  Region  (Boston:  The  Council,  1976)  p.  11. 

2  These  trends  documented  by  the  Office  of  State  Planning  in 
Massachusetts  and  past  MAPC  reports.  See  Chapter  3  for  further  discussion, 


Figure  1-B 

Cost  Trends  in  the  Boston  SMSA 
For  Select  Categories 
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Table  1 .9:  Homeowners hip  Costs  on  Conventional  Mortgage 


Costs 

1970 

1974 

1978 

Average  Sale  Price  of 
Existing  Home  C$) 

35,400 

43,800 

54,700 

Downpayment  Required  on 
Conventional  Mortgages   (20%) 

7,080 

8,760 

10,940 

Mortgage  Amount  ($) 

28,320 

35,040 

43,760 

Contract  Term  to 
Maturity  (years) 

25 

25 

25 

Average  Effective  Interest 
Rate  for  (%)   Existing  Home 
Mortgages 

8.50% 

9.08% 

9.25% 

Yearly  Expense^^^^ 

2,706 

3,525 

4,625 

Income  Required  (20%) 

13,530 

17,625 

23,125 

HUD  Median   Income^^) 

(1969) 
11,691 

N.A. 

18,800 

Sources:  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank,  Boston,  News,  annual  average 

available  for  1970  and  1974,  monthly  averages  calculated 
for  1978;  HUD  Office  of  Economic  Affairs,  Economic  Market 
Analysis  Division,  Boston  Area  Office,  Dec.  1,  1978. 

(1)  Yearly  Expense  is  based  on  the  12  month  cost  of  mortgage 
principle  and  interest. 

(2)  Income  Estimate  is  based  on  a  20  percent  rule  of  thumb 
for  principle  and  interest  as  a  percent  of  income. 
These  figures  do  not  include  property  taxes  and  casualty 
insurance.  If  these  costs  amount  to  more  than  an  additional 
5  percent,  income  required  may  be  even  greater  (no  more 
than  25  percent  of  income  should  go  to  PITI  (Principal, 
Interest,  Taxes,  and  Insurance). 


CHAPTER  2 
Degree  of  Concentration^ 

A  key  component  of  an  areawide  housing  opportunity  plan  is  to 
identify  areas  of  undue  concentration  of  low  income  and  minority  house- 
holds,    MAPC  has  developed  several  measures  for  such  identification: 

1)     The  incidence  of  low  income  and  minority  families   (Table  2.1), 

21     Present  locations  of  assisted  housing  (Table  2.2),  and 

3)     Each  subregion's  and  community's  relative  share  of  the  region's 
assisted  units   (Table  2, 4). 2 

Concentration  is  measured  by  comparing  the  total  number  of  households  and 
housing  units  within  each  community  with  the  number  of  assisted  house- 
holds and  housing  units.  This  approach  provides  both  a  control  for 
individual  differences  among  communities  and  a  regionwide  indicator  of 
concentration. 

Concentration  of  Low  Income  and  Minority  Households 

Table  2.1  indicates  high  concentrations  of  low-income  households-^ 
and  minority  households  within  the  Core  subregion,  and  lower  concentra- 
tions of  these  groups  within  the  rest  of  the  MAPC  subregions.  Overall 
21  percent  of  the  region's  households  are  low-income  families  requiring 
housing  assistance,  and  5  percent  are  minority  households.  In  contrast, 
over  26  percent  of  the  Core's  households  are  lower-income,  and 
9  percent  are  minority  households.  Another  way  to  assess  this  concentration 
is  to  note  that  the  Core  subregion  contains  65  percent  of  the  region's 
lower-income  households,  and  91  percent  of  the  region's  minority  house- 
holds, in  comparison  to  its  54  percent  share  of  the  region's  total  households. 

1  This  Chapter  addresses  HUD  requirements  specified  in  sections 
891.503(b)(3)  and  (b)(4). 

Information  by  individual  community  is  located  in  Appendix  B  of 
Volume  2  of  this  document. 

3  On  the  recommendation  of  the  HUD  Area  Office,  MAPC  has  specifically 
looked  at  those  low-income  households  requiring  housing  assistance.  The 
figures  for  "Low-Income  Households"  on  Table  2.1  are  therefore  the  same  as 
'Remaining  Need  as  of  1/1/78"  in  Table  1.8. 
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Table  2.1 :  Low-Income  and  Minority  Households  by  Subregion  as  of  1/1/78 


Subregfon 

Total   Number 
of  Households 

Low  Income 
HouseholdsCU 

Minority 

Households C2) 

Number 

Percentage 
of  Total 
Households 

Number 

Percentage 
of  Total 
Households 

Core 

506,233 

133,609 

26 

43,204 

9 

North  Shore 

119,666 

25,607 

21 

1,400 

North 

46,568 

6,943 

15 

237 

Northwest 

21,146 

3,333 

16 

155 

West 

72,963 

10,853 

15 

1,069 

Southwest 

70,412 

10,693 

15 

453 

South  Shore 

96,786 

13,696 

14 

771 

REGION 

933,774 

204,734 

21 

47,289 

5 

Sources:  (1)  Massachusetts  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  Housing  Needs 
in  Massachusetts  as  of  1/1/78. 

(2)  U.S.  Census  of  Population  and  Housing  1970,  First  Count 
Summary  Data-Negro  households. 

U.S.  Census  of  Population  and  Housing  1970,  Fourth  Count- 
Hispanic  households. 
Other  minorities  are  not  included  because  of  incomplete  data, 


This  concentration  of  low-income  and  minority  households  indicates  a 
need  to  expand  housing  opportunities  for  low-income  households  in  the  outer 
portions  of  the  region.  MAPC  recognized  the  desirability  of  such  an 
objective  in  its  housing  element  submitted  to  HUD  in  1978,  by  adopting  the 
following  goal : 

All  communities  to  be  receptive  to  all  age,  income  and 
minority  groups  in  all  areas  of  the  region,  to  facilitate 
freedom  of  choice  and  equal  access  to  employment,  sound 
neighborhoods,  and  public  services.  ■'• 

This  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan  further  implements  this  goal. 


■'■  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional 
Housing  Strategy,  (Boston:  The  Council,  1978),  April,  1978,  p.  5 
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Locations  of  Assisted  Housing 

Present  locations  of  assisted  housing  within  the  region  are  examined 
in  Table  2.2  and  geographically  displayed  in  Figure  2-A.  Overall, 
8  percent  of  the  region's  housing  units  are  assisted  by  some  form  of 
subsidy.  Again,  the  Core  subregion  is  overrepresented  in  this  category 
since  11  percent  of  its  total  housing  units  are  assisted.  The  rest  of  the 
subregions  within  the  MAPC  area  fall  below  the  average,  ranging  from  the 
North  Shore  with  a  high  of  7  percent  of  its  units  being  assisted,  to  the 
Northwest  with  a  low  of  2  percent.  Figure  2-A  indicates  that  in  the 
majority  of  communities  in  the  region,  less  than  4  percent  of  the  total 
housing  units  within  the  community  are  assisted.  Of  these  51  communities, 
only  six  lie  within  the  Core  subregion.  Of  the  eight  comnunities  with 
assisted  housing  exceeding  10  percent  of  the  total  units,  half  lie  within 
the  Core  subregion. 

As  a  matter  of  adopted  policy,  MAPC  has  endorsed  and  promoted  the 
concept  that  a  sensitive  balance  must  be  struck  between  providing  assisted 
housing  where  needs  exist  and  developing  such  housing  in  areas  of  lesser 
existing  need  where  expanding  employment  opportunities  exist. ■'■  Impacted 
communities — cities  and  towns  with  assisted  housing  exceeding  10  percent 
of  their  total  housing  stock--will  be  targeted  for  special  outreach  efforts.' 
Outreach  programs  identify  low-income  households  willing  to  move  to  areas 
with  low  concentrations  of  assisted  housing.  Often,  the  lack  of  affordable 
housing  is  the  sole  economic  barrier  preventing  households  from  moving  to 
these  areas. 

MAPC  is  also  concerned  that,  in  their  efforts  to  provide  assisted 
housing,  communities  meet  the  needs  of  all  household  types. 3  Table  2.2 
compares  subregional  efforts  at  meeting  the  needs  of  the  elderly  and  of 
families.  Overall,  as  of  January  1,  1978,  34  percent  of  the  region's 
needs  for  family  housing  had  been  met,  as  opposed  to  28  percent  for 
elderly.  However,  the  apparent  emphasis  on  providing  family  housing  is 
due  to  the  Core  which  is  the  only  subregion  to  meet  a  greater  proportion 
of  family  need  than  elderly  need.  Excluding  the  Core,  subregional  totals 
provide  the  following  profile: 

^  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional   ■- 
Housing  Strategy,  April,  1978,  p.  9.  "The  Council ..  .supports  efforts  to 
provide  greater  choice  of  housing  location  for  minority  and  low  and 
moderate  income  households.  Elderly  housing  distribution  should  be  based 
on  the  needs  of  the  local  elderly  population;  family  housing  distribution 
should  be  related  to  the  needs  of  both  existing  families  and  of  families 
which  could  take  advantage  of  existing  and  future  employment  opportunities." 

2 
Of  the  101  communities  in  the  region,  eight  are  designated  as 

impacted.  These  are:  Boston,  Cambridge,  Chelsea,  Lynn,  Maiden,  Mil  ford, 
Quincy  and  Salem.  All  of  these  are  also  designated  as  negative 
outreach  communities,  i.e.,  those  with  declining  economic  bases, 
relatively  weak  fiscal  capacity  as  well  as  concentrations  of  low-  income 
households.  An  additional  seven  communities  designated  as  negative  out- 
reach communities  are:  Everett,  Gloucester,  Marlborough,  Norwood,  Pembroke, 
Somerville  and  Waltham. 

^   Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional 
Housing  Strategy,  op.  cit.  "The  Council  supports  efforts  to  achieve  a 
balance  in  the  distribution  of  subsidized  housing  resources,  proportional 
to  the  needs  identified  in  each  community,  by  family  type." 
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Table  2.3;     Comparison  of  Family  and  Elderly  Efforts 
With  Core  Subregion  Excluded 

Family  Units  Elderly  Units 

Regional   1970  Need  (Excluding  Core)  53,044  46,377 

Regional   Effort  (Excluding  Core)  12,891  15,505 

Percent  of  Need  Met  24%  33% 

In  making  recommendations  to  HUD  for  future  housing  allocations,  MAPC 
will  continue  giving  prime  consideration  to  the  balance  between  family  and 
elderly  housing.  MAPC  will  encourage  communities  with  substantial 
elderly-assisted  housing  to  apply  for  family  housing  through  technical 
assistance  and  program  incentives.  MAPC's  review  process  will  also  give 
lower  priority  to  proposals  for  elderly  housing  within  such  communities. 1 
This  conforms  with  the  program  objective,  since  families  are  more  likely 
to  seek  mobility  within  the  region. 

Relative  Need/Effort 

The  imbalance  between  the  Core  and  the  rest  of  the  subregions'  efforts 
in  providing  assisted  housing,  and  the  extent  to  which  they  have  met  family 
and  elderly  needs,  is  further  documented  in  Table  2.4.  With  54  percent  of 
the  region's  households,  the  Core  subregion  has  provided  over  70  percent 
of  the  region's  assisted  housing.  None  of  the  other  subregions  have  provided 
assisted  housing  proportional  to  their  share  of  the  region's  households. 

The  imbalance  between  meeting  the  needs  of  both  household  types  is  even 
more  pronounced.  Here,  the  Core,  West  and  South  Shore  are  the  only 
subregions  to  have  made  substantial  progress  in  meeting  their  proportion 
of  the  regional  1970  family  needs.  Every  other  subregion  has  failed  to 
meet  its  share  of  the  regional  family  need  as  of  1970. 

On  the  other  hand,  four  of  the  seven  subregions  have  exceeded  their 
share  of  the  region's  elderly  need  in  providing  housing  assistance.  Only 
the  Core  subregion  has  provided  less  than  its  1970  proportion  of  need. 
While  realizing  the  urgency  involved  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the  elderly, 
MAPC  also  recognizes  the  limited  assistance  available  to  meet  the  needs 
of  its  elderly  and  family  populations,  especially  those  households 
expected  to  reside  in  jurisdictions  on  the  basis  of  available  and  ex- 
panding employment  opportunities.^ 

^  Ibid.  "A-95  Review":  "In  reviewing. . .appl ications,  in  accordance 
with  federal  law  and  regulations,  the  Council  will  give  highest  priority 
to  those  applications  which  will  directly  provide  increased  housing  op- 
portunities for  low  and  moderate  income  households..."  Also,  see 
Chapter  5,  Section  A  of  this  document. 

2  See  Chapter  3  and  Appendix  C/Housing  Needs  Methodology. 
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Figure  2-A 

Community  Housing  Efforts 
As  a  Proportion  of 
Total  Housing  Units 
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SOURCES:  Massachusetts   Dept.  of 
Community  Affairs,  Housing  Needs 
in  Massactiusetts  as  of   1-1-78. 
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These  tables  reveal  a  concentration  of  housing  needs  and  efforts 
within  the  Core  subregion.  Several  communities  scattered  throughout  the 
region  also  show  significant  efforts  at  meeting  the  needs  of  lower-income 
households. 

In  Chapter  3,  the  movement  of  employment  opportunities  to  areas  out- 
side of  the  subregion  will  be  discussed.  If  lower-income  households  are 
to  take  advantage  of  these  opportunities,  communities  with  relatively 
little  assisted  housing  currently  will  need  to  increase  their  share  of 
the  region's  assisted  housing.  This  effort  will  need  to  be  directed  at 
families  as  well  as  the  elderly,  since  families  are  the  most  likely  to 
require  and  seek  new  employment  opportunities. 


CHAPTER  3 
Development  Patterns  in  the  MAPC  Region^ 

Locations  for  assisted  housing  cannot  be  addressed  in  the  abstract 
at  the  regional  level.  A, public  or  private  developer  or  an  individual 
household  utilizing  assistance  programs  must  consider  a  number  of  fac- 
tors before  settling  on  an  appropriate  location.  These  factors  include 
population  shifts  throughout  the  region,  the  movement  of  employment 
opportunities  away  from  the  Core  and  costs  associated  with  development. 
Also,  legal  and  statutory  barriers  often  discourage  development  of  sub- 
sidized housing  even  where  it  is  needed.  Zoning  laws  and  subdivision 
requirements,  for  example,  may  directly  or  indirectly  prohibit  the  types 
of  units  most  affordable  by  lower-income  households  and  easiest  to  sub- 
sidize by  government. 


Population  Trends 

Since  the  end  of  World  War  II,  the  Boston  metropolitan  area  has 
experienced  major  demographic  changes.  Between  1950  and  1975,  the 
region's  population  increased  by  514,137  reflecting  an  overall  increase 
of  20  percent,  or  an  annual  increase  of  .8  percent.  Although  the 
region's  older  urban  centers  gradually  declined  in  population,  outlying 
suburban  and  rural  communities  showed  rapid  and  substantial  growth. 

An  examination  of  Table  3.1  reveals  that  the  Northwest  subregion 
led  the  region  in  growth,  while  the  Core  showed  the  only  decrease  in 
population.  A  previous  MAPC  study  of  the  region  noted  the  following: 

Those  communities  with  a  decline  in  population,  or  with 
only  a  slowly  growing  population,  have  generally  experi- 
enced an  outmigration  of  family  households  who  moved  to 
suburban  locations  further  out.  The  elderly  and  the  less 
affluent  have  tended  to  remain  in  the  inner  and  Core  com- 
munities. Additional  immigration  to  these  communities  has 
generally  been  comprised  of  lower-income  households  and 
minority  groups,  young  households,  households  without  children 
and  in  some  communities,  students. 

This  Chapter  addresses  HUD  requirements  specified  in 
Sections  891.503  (b)(2);  891.503  (b)(6);  891.503  (e),  and  Section 
891.504  (c). 

2 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  I  he  State  of  the  Region, 

(Boston:  The  Council,  1978),  p.  5. 
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The  region's  growth  rate  has  decreased  considerably  since  1970  due 
to  a  number  of  factors  including  the  slowdown  of  the  national  economy 
and  the  comparative  attractiveness  of  other  regions  in  the  country. 
Population  projections  for  the  MAPC  region  for  the  period  1975-85  show 
about  one-half  of  one  percent  annual  change  for  the  ten-year  period. 

According  to  projections,  the  Core  subregion  will  continue  to  lose 
population,  though  at  a  slower  pace  than  in  recent  years.  The  other 
six  subregions  will  show  a  comparatively  moderate  growth,  with  the  North- 
west subregion  still  leading  in  growth. 

The  rising  price  of  gasoline,  however,  will  affect  future  population 
trends.  Many  residents,  living  in  the  suburban  conmunities  while  working 
in  the  Core  subregion,  will  respond  to  the  higher  cost  of  fuel  by  using 
public  transportation  and/or  car  pools.  Others  will  choose  to  move 
within  greater  proximity  to  the  city.  This  movement  of  young  professionals 
has  already  been  evident  in  the  city  of  Boston  over  the  last  ten  years. 

The  number  of  households  is  growing  at  a  much  faster  pace  than  the 
population  as  those  born  in  the  1950's  "baby  boom"  are  now  forming  house- 
holds of  their  own.  As  stated  in  the  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional 
Housing  Strategy,  the  region's  population  will  increase  by  approximately 
371,900  persons,  over  the  next  25  years  (or  less  than  half  a  percent 
yearly) .  However,  the  number  of  households  is  estimated  to  increase 
by  228,138  or  slightly  less  than  one  percent  per  year.  Adding  to  this 
the  new  units  required  to  replace  demolished  housing,  362,460  new  units 
will  be  needed  in  the  region  by  the  year  2000.1 

The  need  for  new  housing  will  be  shared  by  households  in  all  income 
ranges  although  any  shortfall  will  likely  lie  more  heavily  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  lower-income  population  of  the  region.  This  is  partly 
because  of  the  increased  cost  of  housing  documented  in  Chapter  1.  More 
pertinent,  however,  is  the  pressure  on  prices  due  to  the  increased  number 
of  households  competing  for  such  housing.  This  will  force  lower-income 
persons  to  remain  in  the  Core  subregion,  where  the  demand  for  available 
units  will  be  the  least.  Low-income  persons  are  also  the  least  likely 
to  be  able  to  afford  the  costs  of  moving  and  commuting  to  work.  It 
is  likely,  therefore,  that  there  will  be   little  shift  in  the  lower- 
income  population  of  the  region,  with  the  exception  of  an  involuntary 
movement  from  Boston  to  other  areas  witin  the  Core  subregion  to  accom- 
modate the  influx  of  young  professionals.  Such  a  prediction  emphasizes 
the  importance  of  an  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan  to  overcome  this 
barrier  of  high  prices. 


Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional 
Housing  Strategy,  p. 7 
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Employment  Trends 

The  relationship  between  the  location  of  jobs  and  the  location  of 
housing  is  significant  for  two  major  reasons:' 

1)  The  relationship  determines  the  length  of  time  and  mode  of 
travel  required  for  the  journey  to  work;  and 

2)  For  individual  households,  it  may  determine  opportunities  for 
economic  mobility. 

Certain  industries,  such  as  manufacturing,  have  a  high  percentage 
of  unskilled,  entry-level  jobs,  and  the  location  of  these  jobs  may  indi- 
cate where  the  potential  for  employment  of  lower-income  households  is 
greatest. 

An  examination  of  employment  figures  for  the  period  1970-75  reveals 
an  increase  of  340,443  jobs,  or  34  percent  within  the  MAPC  region.  Growth 
in  transportation,  service,  finance,  wholesale,  and  retail  employment 
accounted  for  the  overall  increase  in  regional  employment.  The  manu- 
facturing industry,  on  the  other  hand,  showed  a  decrease  of  9,459  jobs, 
or  3  percent,  for  the  same  period.  The  loss  in  manufacturing  jobs  was 
not  uniform  throughout  the  region.  As  Table  3.2  indicates,  three  sub- 
regions  experienced  an  increase  (North,  Northwest,  Southwest),  while 
the  Core,  North  Shore,  West,  and  South  Shore  all  experienced  a  decline 
in  manufacturing  employment.  In  1975,  the  Core  subregion  was  still  the 
largest  employer  of  manufacturing  jobs,  with  45  percent  of  such  jobs 
within  the  region.  The  North  Shore  came  next,  with  14  percent,  and  the 
Northwest  has  the  lowest  portion,  or  6  percent.  Thus,  manufacturing 
appeared  to  be  moving  out  to  those  subregions  which  traditionally  have  had 
the  lowest  proportion  of  the  region's  manufacturing  jobs. 

Table  3.2:  Subregional  Trends  in  Manufacturing 
Employment,  1970-75 

Percent  Change  in  Percent  of  Region's 

Subregion    Manufacturing  Jobs,  1970-75     Manufacturing  Jobs,  1975 

Core  -7  45 

North  Shore  -8  14 

North  28  7 

Northwest  25  6 

West  -7  10 

Southwest  9  10 

South  Shore  -18  7 

Source:  United  States  Census,  1970;  CTPS  Interim  Socioeconomic 
Forecasts^  1977 

^Proximity  to  employment  does  not  automatically  mean  access,  however. 
Noneconpmlc,  barriers  to  employment  such  as. racial  discrimination  may  create 
a  dual  job  market  where  certain  opportunities  are  effectively  closed  off  to 

groups  of  lower-income  people. 
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In  conjunction  with  transportation  planning,  MAPC  has  prepared  a  set  of 
employment  projections  for  the  period  1970-85.  These  projections  generally 
coincide  with  the  trends  found  during  the  1970-75  period.  According  to  these 
projections,  the  Core,  North  Shore,  and  South  Shore  will  continue  to 
lose  manufacturing  jobs,  and  the  North,  Northwest,  and  Southwest  will 
continue  to  gain.  The  West  will  turn  its  1970-75  loss  into  a  3  percent 
gain  (See  Table  3.3). 

Trends  show  that  middle-  and  upper-income  groups  tend  to  move  out 
from  the  Core  subregion,  while  lower  income  residents  tend  to  stay  in  the 
Core  subregion.  Thus,  jobs  that  the  lower  income  are  most  likely  to  engage 
in  are  slowly  moving  away  from  their  homes.  While  some  unemployed  are 
likely  to  retrain  for  other  positions,  many  will  find  themselves  without 
alternative  employment  opportunities  within  easy  proximity  of  their 
homes.''  Attempting  to  relocate  to  areas  where  they  might  again  gain 
employment,  they  will  face  the  high  prices  of  housing  documented  in 
Chapter  1 • 

In  setting  its  goals  for  assisted  housing  for  each  community  in  the 
region,  MAPC  has  given  primary  consideration  to  the  close  link  between 
employment  opportunities  and  housing  by  incorporating  two  measures  of 
employment  in  its  allocation  formula  (See  Chapter  4).  MAPC  has  also  identi- 
fied for  communities  the  number  of  lower  income  families  that  could  be 
expected  to  reside  based  upon  the  results  of  this  allocation  formula. 

F.inally,  extensive  outreach  efforts  will  be  undertaken  jointly  with 
a  smaller  number  of  communities  to  provide  lower  income  families  with 
housing  opportunities  in  closer  proximity  to  expanding  job  opportunities. 
Only  by  linking  these  two  vital  aspects  of  life  will  a  Housing  Opportunity 
Plan  achieve  its  full  potential. 

Fiscal  Capacity 

Fiscal  Impacts  of  Development 

The  development  of  any  housing— subsidized  or  unsubsidized--has  a 
fiscal  impact  on  the  municipality  in  which  it  is  built.  New  housing 
adds  both  to  municipal  costs  and  municipal  revenues.  Costs  are  accrued 
through  additional  requirements  for  utilities,  streets,  roads,  and 
schoolrooms  that  may  accompany  the  development  of  new  housing. ^  Revenue 
is  also  increased  directly  through  taxation  on  the  new  property  and 
indirectly  through  automobile  excise  taxes,  municipal  fees,  and  any 

ISuch  retraining  programs  are  of  particular  importance  in  light  of 
the  overall  decrease  of  manufacturing  employment  within  the  region. 

^Where  possible,  new  construction  should  take  advantage  of  existing 
sewer  infrastructures.  Where  infrastructures  are  not  In  place,  housing 
development  can  be  accommodated  by  the  use  of  on  site  systems  or  package 
treatment  plants  which  would  best  serve  groups  of  apartments  such  as  those 
in  cluster  developments.  MAPC  will  work  closely  with  communities  in  explor- 
ing methods  for  meeting  their  housing  goals  with  minimum  cost  resulting 
from  additional  sewerage  requirements. 
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commercial  development  arising  to  meet  the  demands  of  increased  housing. 
The  net  fiscal  impact  is  measured  by  balancing  these  two  factors  against- 
each  other.' 

The  difference  between  subsidized  and  unsubsidized  housing  in  the 
demands  they  make  upon  the  fiscal  base  is  not  likely  to  be  great. 
Housing  developed  by  private  developers  with  subsidies  attached  or  rental 
assistance  programs  using  the  existing  stock  are  taxed  at  the  same  rate 
as  unsubsidized  developments.  An  MAPC  study  on  "Problems  of  the  Local 
Property  Tax"  indicated  that  some  types  of  subsidized  housing  frequently 
excluded  on  the  grounds  that  they  do  not  "pay  their  own  way"  have 
actually  resulted  in  a  net  fiscal  benefit  to  some  communities.^  Only 
units  developed  under  the  Low-Rent  Public  Housing  program  at  the  fed- 
eral level  and  the  Chapter  667  and  705  programs  at  the  state  level  pay 
less  than  the  full  tax  rate.  These  programs,  however,  do  contribute 
a  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  each  year  to  the  community.  Thus,  a  blanket 
refusal  to  accept  subsidized  housing  because  of  fears  that  it  will 
greatly  inflate  costs  to  the  comnunity  is  not  ordinarily  justified. 

Incorporation  of  Fiscal  Capacity  in  the  AHQP 

Since  it  is  uncertain  initially  whether  the  net  fiscal  impact  of  any 
development  will  be  positive  or  negative,  it  is  useful  to  incorporate 
a  measure  of  a  community's  fiscal  capacity  into  its  goals  for  assisted 
units.  MAPC  has  done  this  in  two  ways: 

1)  By  devising  a  formula  based  on  the  proportion  of  a  community's 
non-school  revenues  to  the  region's  total  for  non-school  revenues 
and  incorporating  this  formula  into  the  anocation  scheme 
described  in  Chapter  4;  and 

2)  By  analyzing  each  community's  fiscal  capacity  based  upon  two 
commonly  accepted  measures:  equalized  assessed  valuation  (per 
capita)  and  equalized  tax  rate. 

Relative  Fiscal  Capacity  of  Communities 

Equalized  valuation  is  a  measure  of  the  total  taxable  wealth  of  a 
community.  Equalized  tax  rate  is  the  tax  per  $1000  of  taxable  wealth 
assessed  at  100  percent  of  value.  A  high  equalized  valuation  and  low 
equalized  tax  rate  indicates-a  healthy  fiscal  base  with  some  capacity  to  provide 
additional  services.   Conversely,  a  low  equalized  valuation  and  high  . 
equalized  tax  rate  indicates  an  overburdened  tax  base  with  little  capacity 
to  provide  increased  services. 

iMetropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Impacts  of  Housing  Development 
on  Community  and  Region,  September,  1977 

^Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Developing  Housing  Strategies 
For  the  Metropolitan  Boston  Region:  Problems  of  the  Local  Property  Tax, 
June,  1977.  Multi-unit  buildings  are  unlikely  to  have  large  numbers  of 
school -age  children,  which  can  be  one  of  the  major  sources  of  a  develop- 
ment's fiscal  cost  to  a  community. 
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Table  3.4  indicates  the  average  equalized  valuations  for  the  seven 
MAPC  subregions  and  the  distribution  of  tax  rates  among  the  communities: 


Table  3.4:  Average  Equalized  Valuations  For 


Subregions  &  Dis 

tributi( 

Dn  of  Equalized  Tax  Rates 

ies 
Be 

Sub region 

Average  Per 
Equalized  Va 

Capita, 
luation 

Number  of 
1             Equalized 

Communiti 
Tax  Rates 

with 
tween 

$l-$29.99^^) 

$30-49.99 

(1) 

$50-n) 

Core 

$11,812 

1 

7 

11 

North  Shore 

16,386 

7 

9 

2 

North 

15,410 

1 

7 

0 

Northwest 

19,344 

5 

5 

0 

West 

16,562 

1 

12 

0 

Southwest 

15,545 

1 

17 

0 

South  Shore 

14.956 

0 

12 

69 
(68%) 

3 

REGION 

16 
(16%) 

16 
(16%) 

Source:     Mass. 
Data 

achusetts  Taxpayers' 
1979  with  additional 

Foundation,  Municipal   Financial 
calculations  by  MAPC  Economics 

Department. 

(1)  Per  $1,000  assessed  equalized  valuation. 


This  table  indicates  tha 
of  the  region  with  the  least 
and  the  highest  proportion  of 
$50  per  $1,000  assessed  equal 
Northwest  area  has  the  highes 
($19,344)  and  proportion  of  i 
majority  of  communities  have 
which  indicates  a  sound  fisca 
vices  within  the  region  that 
ing,  subsidized,  and  unsubsid 


t  the  Core  area  stands  apart  from  the  rest 
amount  of  taxable  wealth  (average-$ll ,812) 
communities  with  tax  rates  in  excess  of 
ized  valuation.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
t  average  per  capita  equalized  valuation 
ts  communities  with  tax  rates  below  $29.99.  The 
equalized  tax  rates  in  the  range  of  $30-$49.99, 
1  base  to  absorb  the  cost  of  any  additional  ser- 
might  result  from  meeting  the  needs  for  hous- 
ized. 


This  analysis  indicates  that,  as  with  opportunities  for  employment, 
the  Core  is  least  able  to  support  additional  development.  The  other 
subregions,  where  employment  opportunities  are  expanding,  demonstrate 
relatively  lower  current  tax  rates  and  higher  amounts  of  taxable  property. 
It  is  appropriate,  therefore,  that  increased  housing  opportunities  be 
provided  for  low-  and  moderate- income  households  outside  the  Core  area. 

^These  figures  were  derived  by  averaging  the  Per  Capita  Equalized 
Valuation  for  all  comnunities  within  the  subregion. 
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Barriers  to  Implementation:  Zoning  and  Other  Land  Use  Controls 

Introduction 

The  most  prominent  barrier  to  implementing  a  plan  to  expand  housing 
opportunities  for  lower-income  households  is  the  discrepancy  between 
the  cost  of  adequate  housing  and  the  ability  of  these  households  to  pay 
for  such  housing.  This  barrier  may  be  lowered  substantially  through 
federal  and  state  funding  for  publicly  owned  low-rent  housing,  privately 
owned  subsidized  housing  and  rental  assistance  programs  for  new,  rehabi- 
litated or  existing  units. 

However,  use  of  any  of  these  programs,  particularly  in  suburban 
and  exurban  communities,  is  contingent  on  zoning  ordinances  and  sub- 
division requirements  allowing  for  a  diverse  range  of  residential  land 
uses.  Without  such  flexibility,  these  regulations  may  become  "exclusion- 
ary", serving  as  a  serious  impediment  to  the  expansion  of  housing 
opportunities  for  lower- income  households. 

The  original  intent  of  land  use  regulations  to  promote  the  general 
health,  safety,  and  welfare  may  be  lost  should  standards  become 
excessive,  hindering  movement  within  the  region  by  families  of  diverse 
incomes.  The  following  sections  of  this  chapter  present  several  common 
features  of  zoning  ordinances  and  subdivision  requirements  that  result 
in  such  exclusion. 

Zoning:  Prohibition  or  Restriction  of  Multi-unit  Dwellings, 
Minimum  Lot  Sizes,  and  Maximum  Density  Requirements 

For  a  number  of  reasons,  multi-unit  dwellings  are  the  easiest  for 
low-income  families  to  afford.  A  1975  study  of  housing  costs  found 
that  the  national  average  rent  for  a  typical  unfurnished  four-room 
garden  apartment  of  approximately  nine  hundred  square  feet  was  $215  per 
month.  This  may  be  compared  with  an  approximate  $500  per  month  cost 
of  the  average  new  single-family  home  priced  at  $50,000  and  containing 
1638  sq.  feet.' 

Aside  from  actual  cost  considerations,  multi-unit  dwellings  tend 
to  be  rental  units,  which  are  most  likely  to  shelter  lower-income 
households.  Low-income  residents  seldom  can  afford  downpayments  and 
closing  costs  associated  with  home  ownership.  Rental  units  allow  them 
to  avoid  these  front-end  costs.  The  interest  subsidies  of  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration  (FHA),  Veteran  Administration  (VA),  and  Farmers 
Home  Administration  (FmHA)  have  generally  not  been  able  to  subsidize 
incomes  of  lower-income  households  enough  to  meet  homeownership  costs. "^ 

Seidel,  Stephen  R.,  Housing  Costs  and  Government  Regulations,  (The 
Center  For  Urban  Research,  Rutgers,  NJ,),  1978,  p.  170^ 

See  "Private  Housing  Market  Trends"  in  Chapter  One. 
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Also,  major  federal  and  state  housing  programs  providing  long-term  deep 
assistance  for  lower-income  households  have  been,  by  and  large,  rental  subsidies 

Communities  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  supply  of  rental  units 
through  multi-unit  dwellings  sharply  limit  the  effectiveness  of  programs 
promoting  housing  opportunities.  A  common  problem  among  suburban 
housing  authorities  is  the  unavailability  of  rental  units  where  subsidy 
certificates  can  be  used.  Under  these  circumstances,  certificates  are 
often  returned  to  the  housing  authority,  not  for  lack  of  eligible  reci- 
pient demand,  but  for  inadequate  supply  of  units.  Of  the  101  jurisdic- 
tions in  the  MAPC  region,  37  communities  allow  multi-unit  dwellings  by 
right,  26  by  permit,  and  24  have  absolute  prohibitions  on  them.l 

Designating  areas  by  minimum  lot  size  and  maximum  density  is  another 
common  zoning  measure  that  effectively  prohibits  low-income  units.  Such  a 
practice  restricts  both  the  number  and  type  of  dwelling  units  that  can 
be  built  within  a  community,  and  raises  land  costs,  and  thus  market  values 
and  sales  prices.  An  increase  in  lot  size  also  has  significant  effects 
on  the  cost  of  the  lot,  particularly  in  the  lower  range  of  lots  sizes. '^ 
This  factor  is  likely  to  raise  these  units  just  beyond  the  margin  of 
affordability  for  moderate-income  households.  When  combined  with 
excessive  subdivision  requirements,  the  cost  effect  of  such  zoning 
become  especially  prohibitive,  as  the  greater  amount  of  land  to  be 
developed  is  multiplied  by  the  higher  cost  of  improvements. 

Zoning  Profile  of  the  MAPC  Region 

The  zoning  patterns  of  the  region's  communities  and  subareas  are 
summarized  in  Figure  3-A  and  Tables  3.4  and  3.5.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
region's  land  is  zoned  for  residential  purposes.  Under  this  measure, 
subregions  vary  only  slightly.  The  North  Shore  subregion  has  the 
lowest  proportion  of  residentially  zoned  land  at  77  percent.  The  Core 
subregion  has  the  greatest  proportion  of  land  zoned  in  the  R-4  category-- 
the  only  one  for  most  purposes  that  will  accommodate  multi-unit  dwellings. 3 
Over  40  percent  of  its  total  acreage  falls  within  this  category,  repre- 
senting 57  percent  of  the  total  multi-unit  zoning  in  the  region.  At 
the  other  end  of  the  spectrum  are  the  Northwest  and  Southwest  subregions, 
with  2  percent  or  less  of  their  total  acreage  zoned  for  multi family. 
Conversely,  the  Core  subregion  has  none  of  its  acreage  zoned  for  one 
acre  or  more,  whereas  the  Northwest  and  Southwest  subregions  show  39  per- 
cent and  20  percent  respectively. 

^1976  survey  of  zoning  ordinances  prepared  by  MAPC  Land  Use  Depart- 
ment; updated  to  1979  where  information  was  available  in  Community 
Information  Questionnaires  (See  Table  3, A. 7  in  Appendix  B). 

^Seidel,  Stephen  R.,  0£.  cit. ,  p.  174:  "At  least  one  commentator 
has  noted... that  the  cost  curve  rises  most  sharply  in  the  smaller  lot-size 
ranges-between  6,000  and  8,000  sq.  feet--which  is  the  range  within  which 
exclusionary  impact  is  most  likely  to  be  felt."  Seidel  also  suggests  that 
large  lot  zoning  raises  the  cost  of  smaller  lots  by  creating  a  shortage 
of  these  units. 

3r-4:  Maximum  density  allowed:  Five  or  more  dwellings  units  per  acre. 
Minimum  lot  size  allowed:  8,712  sq.  ft.  per  acre. 


Figure  3- A 

Percentage  of  All  Residential 
Land  Zoned  For  High- 
Density  Development 
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Land  Availability 

Tables  3.5  and  3.6  do  not  present  zoning  in  terms  of  its  impact  on 
the  future  development  of  low-  and  moderate- income  housing  opportunities. 
In  urban  areas  already  densely  developed,  changes  in  zoning  ordinances 
are  likely  to  have  less  impact  on  the  expansion  of  such  opportunities 
than  a  rehabilitation  program  or  the  provision  of  rental  assistance  in 
existing  housing.  Where  land  is  available  for  development,  however, 
zoning  and  subdivision  regulations  will  have  a  direct  effect  on  housing 
opportunity. 

In  MAPC's  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional  Housing  Strategy,  the 
council  projected  a  need  of  over  362,000  new  units  for  the  region  for  the 
period  from  1975  to  2000.'  New  construction  will  be  necessary  to  meet 
a  substantial  proportion  of  this  need.  According  to  policies  adopted 
by  the  MAPC  in  both  the  housing  and  land  use  elements  previously  submitted 
to  HUD,  this  effort  should  include  meeting  the  housing  needs  of  low- 
and  moderate-income  households. 2  Where  this  housing  is  built  will  be 
determined  largely  by  the  location  of  available  land  within  the  region. 
Table  3.7  indicates  that  the  bulk  of  this  land  is  located  in  the  outlying 
communities  of  the  MAPC  region.  The  Core  subregion  shows  only  20  percent 
of  its  land  available  for  development,  while  the  other  subregions  range 
from  48  percent  (North)  to  66  percent  (Southwest  and  Northwest).  A 
more  detailed  study  of  47  of  the  outlying,  unsewered  communities  indicates 
that  they  contain  over  64  percent  of  the  land  available  for  development 
in  the  entire  MAPC  region. 3  These  communities,  therefore,  represent  a 
crucial  part  of  the  region's  effort  to  meet  housing  needs  for  the  region 
over  the  next  25  years. 

Generally,  the  zoning  practices  regulating  land  still  available  for 
development  present  a  pessimistic  outlook  for  the  expansion  of  housing 
opportunities  in  the  MAPC  region.  Table  3.7  indicates  that  those 
communities  with  the  most  land  available  are  the  least  likely  to 
have  land  zoned  at  densities  permitting  construction  of  multi-unit 
dwellings. 


^Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Metropolitan  Boston  Regional 
Housing  Strategy  (Boston:  The  Council,  1978),  Appendix  One. 

^Ibid,  p.  5;  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Policies  For 
Land  Use  In  Metropolitan  Boston,  1978,  p.  1-22 

3Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  208  Water  Quality  Project  data. 
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Table  3.7:  Land  Available  and  High  Density  Zoning 

Subregion  %   Land  Available      %   High  Density  Zoning 

Northwest 

Southwest 

West 

South  Shore 

North  Shore 

North 

Core 

Source:  McConnell  Air  Photo  Survey,  1972 

MAPC  208  Water  Quality  Project  data. 

The  study  of  the  47  communities  previously  cited  indicates  that,  while 
they  contain  approximately  64  percent  of  available  land  in  the  region, 
none  of  this  land  is  zoned  for  high  density,  and  over  69  percent  of  it  is 
zoned  for  lots  greater  than  one  acre. 

These  patterns  strongly  suggest  that  existing  zoning  ordinances  are 
barriers  to  the  expansion  of  housing  opportunities  for  lower  income 
households  in  the  MAPC  region.  In  its  implementation  section,  the 

AHOP  provides  measures  to  overcome  these  barriers.  MAPC  has  adopted 
as  one  of  its  primary  objectives  "the  provision  of  housing  opportunities 
for  all  household  sizes  and  people  of  diverse  income  levels  and  cultural 
background  in  outlying  villages  and  rural  centers  as  well  as  more  devel- 
oped suburban  and  urban  locations."'  The  Council  believes  that  this 
objective  need  not  conflict  with  goals  to  conserve  valuable  environment 
resources.  Under  the  AHOP,  MAPC  plans  to  expand  ongoing  efforts  to  assist 
local  officials  in  implementing  land  use  measures  that  allow  both  objectives 
to  be  met. 

Subdivision  Requirements 

Subdivision  requirements  include  the  regulation  of  sewer,  drainage, 
and  water  lines,  street  size,  curbs,  and  gutters.  In  a  study  of  the 
effect  of  government  regulations  upon  housing  costs,  Stephen  Seidel 
has  noted:  "The  desire  to  insure  high-quality  subdivisions  is  sometimes 
synonymous,  in  effect  if  not  always  in  intent,  with  the  exclusion  of  those 
people  who  can  afford  only  low-cost  housing. . .The  level  of  public  improve- 
ments required  must  be  scrutinized  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  regulations 
are  actually  designed  to  erect  an  economic  barrier  to  keep  out  the  poor 
and,  increasingly,  those  with  a  moderate  income  as  well."^  Some  of  the 

^ Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Policies  For  Land  Use  in 
Metropolitan  Boston,  (Boston:  The  Council,  1978)  pp. 1-7. 

2 Seidel,  o£.  cit. ,  p.  125 
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subdivision  practices  that  appear  to  be  excessive  include  pavement  widths 
and  frontage  sizes,  requirements  for  granite  curbing,  and  reliance  on  water 
pipes  when  natural  drainage  would  suffice.  Over  ten  years  ago,  the 
Kaiser  Commission  noted  that  "an  increase  of  one  foot  in  street  pavement 
width  would  add  anywhere  from  $6  to  $15  to  the  cost  per  lot."  Raising 
the  frontage  of  a  60'  X  125"  lot  to  70  feet  would  add  15  percent  to  the 
cost  of  improvements. 1  A  decade  later,  these  cost  implications  are  even 
greater.  MAPC's  manual  on  Non-Zoning  Land-Use  Protection  Techniques  notes 
that  in  1978  granite  curbs  cost  $9.40  per  foot,  versus  $1.40  per  foot 
for  'Cape  Cod'  asphalt  beams.  The  same  manual  notes  that  not  only  are 
natural  drainage  techniques  cheaper  than  building  water  pipes,  but  in 
many  instances  are  ecologically  superior.^ 

The  Council  urges  local  planning  boards  to  examine  their  requirements 
for  evidence  of  such  exclusionary  standards,  and  readjust  them  to  allow 
for  diversity  in  housing  costs  in  their  communities  while  maintaining 
minimum  standards  for  safety  and  health.  One  of  the  implementation 
techniques  noted  in  Chapter  5  is  the  provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  communities  in  readjusting  their  zoning  and  subdivision  requirements. 
Manuals  such  as  Non-Zoning  Land-Use  Protection  Techniques  and  Growth 
Management  Techniques,-^  both  of  which  include  model  ordinances,  are  efforts 
this  areawide  planning  agency  has  initiated  to  serve  this  purpose. 

Innovative  Solutions 

Innovative  zoning  and  land-use  measures  have  been  designed  to  allow 
communities  to  develop  diverse  housing  stocks  without  sacrificing  the 
benefits  of  open  space  and  natural  environments  originally  protected 
through  low-density  zoning.  Cluster  and  planned-use  developments  are 
two  such  measures.  These  developments,  instituted  by  zoning  ordinances, 
allow  the  developer  a  higher  density  on  a  given  piece  of  land  in  exchange 
for  maintaining  the  rest  of  the  land  for  open  space.  This  can  result 
in  a  development  which  includes  some  multi-unit  structures  on  land  zoned 
for  lower  densities,  and  which  fits  naturally  into  the  surrounding 
environment.  While  such  developments  do  not  automatically  result  in 
housing  opportunities  for  lower-income  households,  they  are  better  suited 
to  use  the  housing  subsidy  programs.'^  Twenty-five  communities  in  the  MAPC 
region  allowed  such  developments  in  their  zoning  ordinances  in  1977,  and 
it  is  likely  that  more  have  adopted  these  ordinances  since  then. 

'President's  Committee  on  Urban  Housing,  Technical  Studies  (Washington, 
Government  Printing  Office,  1968),  Vol.  11,  p.  108 

^Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Non-Zoning  Land  Use  Protection 
Techniques,  (Boston:  The  Council,  1978),  p. 6 

^Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Growth  Management  Techniques, 
(Boston:  The  Council,  1978). 

As  with  conventionally-zoned  developments,  the  key  to  the  impact 
upon  housing  price  and  subsequent  availability  to  lower-income  households 
is  the  maximum  density  allowed  by  the  ordinance. 
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Accessory  apartments  also  create  additional  low-cost  units  with 
minimal  impact  to  the  environment.  These  are  units  within  single-family 
homes  that  are  set  off  as  separate  apartments  through  minor  modifications 
to  the  existing  structure.  They  not  only  add  housing  units  to  the  market, 
but  allow  for  a  more  efficient  use  of  large  houses  built  for  families 
whose  children  have  left  the  household.  MAPC  has  published  a  manual 
on  accessory  apartments  in  the  MAPC  region.' 

In  several  suburban  communities  in  the  MAPC  region,  local  incentives 
have  been  developed  encouraging  the  construction  of  lower  income  housing 
units,  particularly  for  family  households.  Among  these  are  requirements 
that  developers  reserve  a  number  of  units  in  each  development  i^or  occupancy 
by  lower-income  families  in  exchange  for  either  the  permit  necessary  to 
develop  a  particular  piece  of  land  or  a  zoning  variance  needed  for  develop- 
ment. The  major  advantage  of  such  an  approach  is  that  it  ties  in  creation 
of  low-rent  units  with  the  growth  rate  of  conventional  housing  desired  by 
the  community.  It  also  creates  mixed-income  housing,  which  integrates 
lower  income  and  market  rate  units.  The  state  Massachusetts  Housing 
Finance  Agency  (MHFA)  has  been  financing  such  projects  successfully  for 
over  eight  years,  proving  that  a  mix  of  income  types  can  work.  MAPC  will 
encourage  agreements  between  private  developers  and  local  officials 
to  increase  housing  opportunities  for  lower-income  households  and,  at 
the  same  time  support  the  use  of  mixed-income  developments  to  integrate 
such  households  witin  the  community.  These  solutions,  and  others  as  they 
are  developed,  will  continue  to  be  incorporated  into  the  technical  assis- 
tance and  publications  offered  by  the  Council.  (See  Chapter  5) 


T Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  Accessory  Apartments  Within 
the  MAPC  Region,  (Boston:  The  Council,  1978) 


CHAPTER  4 

Goals  For  Distributing 
Housing  Assi stance-^ 


Introduction 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan  (AHOP) 
is  to  provide  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  with  guide- 
lines for  distributing  housing  assistance  throughout  the  region.  These 
guidelines  delineate  ways  to  provide  low- income  households  with  a  broader 
geographical  choice  of  housing  opportunities  outside  areas  and  jurisdictions 
containing  undue  concentrations  of  low-income  or  minority  households'^  In 
this  chapter,  MAPC  describes  the  methodology  used  in  setting  goals  for 
communities,  taking  into  account  patterns  of  federal  funding,  current 
needs,  population  and  employment  trends,  fiscal  capacity,  availability  of 
land  and  rental  units,  and  special  factors  affecting  particular  communities. 
The  annual  and  three-year  goals  for  each  subregion  are  then  presented  in 
Table  4.3,  with  accompanying  figures  for  individual  communities  in  the 
Appendix  to  this  volume.  Finally,  the  implications  of  past  funding 
patterns  for  meeting  the  goals  are  examined  and  recommendations  made  for 
future  funding  allocations  in  the  MAPC  region. 

Federal  Funds  for  Housing  Assistance,  1977  to  1979 

Developing  goals  as  a  basis  for  future  housing  allocations  is 
essential  for  a  regional  housing  strategy.  To  formulate  goals,  it  is 
necessary  to  examine  previous  funding  patterns  and  ascertain  future  funding 
levels.  A  summary  of  federally  assisted  housing  units  provided  to  the 
MAPC  region  over  the  past  three  years  is  given  in  Table  4.1  and  graphically 
displayed  in  Figure  4-A. 

Several  trends  become  evident  from  examining  recent  funding  patterns. 
Overall  housing  assistance  levels  have  decreased  steadily  since  1977.  This 
decrease  in  the  number  of  additional  units  provided  annually  is  due  largely 
to  increases  in  housing  costs  rather  than  decreasing  funding  levels.  Since 


•'•  This  Chapter  addresses  HUD  requirements  addressed  in  Sections 
891.503(b),  891.503(c)  and  891.503(d)  of  the  Federal  Register,  as  well 
as  Sections  891.505(a)(7)  and  891.505(a)(ll) . 

2  In  achieving  its  objective  of  providing  greater  choice  of  housing  for 
lower  income  persons  under  the  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan,  the  Council 
also  supports  the  complementary  objective  of  achieving  economically  integrated 
communities.  Urban  neighborhoods,  particularly  those  where  lower  income 
households  are  involuntarily  displaced  as  a  result  of  publicly  encouraaed 
revitalization  efforts,  may  also  be  appropriate  locations  for  assisted'housing 
so  as  to  foster  housing  opportunities  and  choice  for  these  disenfranchised 
households. 
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1977,  allowable  fair-market  rents  under  the  Section  8  program  have  increased 
more  than  20  percent.  Construction-cost  increases  in  the  Low  Rent  Public 
Housing  Program  have  been  only  slightly  less  precipitous. ■'• 

Increasing  costs  are  also  responsible  for  the  emergence  of  another 
trend—the  heavy  reliance  on  Existing  Section  8  as  a  subsidy  mechanism. 
Because  annual  per-unit  costs  for  Existing  Section  8  are  roughly  half  as 
much  as  Section  8  New  Construction  or  Substantial  Rehabilitation,  HUD  has 
attempted  to  maintain  the  absolute  number  of  newly  assisted  units  by 
shifting  funds  into  the  Existing  Section  8  Program. 2  In  1977,  only  9 
percent  of  all  Section  8  units  in  the  MAPC  region  were  in  the  Existing 
Program.  By  1978,  this  figure  had  increased  to  16  percent  and,  for  fiscal 
year  1979,  existing  units  accounted  for  more  than  54  percent  of  all 
Section  8  units. 

It  is  critical  to  note  the  relative  family  and  elderly  mix  between 
programs  and  how  this  mix  has  changed  over  time.  New  construction  and 
substantial  rehabilitation,  both  in  the  Section  8  and  Low  Rent  Public 
Housing  Programs,  have  increasingly  been  allotted  to  meet  elderly  needs, 
with  the  Section  8  Existing  Program  becoming  the  near-exclusive  housing 
assistance  mechanism  for  meeting  family  needs.  This  trend  is  especially 
evident  in  comparing  fiscal  year  1979  allocations  to  those  for  previous 
years  (Table  4.1  and  Figure  4-A).  During  1977  and  1978,  about  64  percent 
of  all  Section  8  Existing  units  went  to  family  tenants.  In  1979,  this 
figure  soared  to  92  percent.  Similarly,  in  1977  and  1978,  families  accounted 
for  40  percent  and  51  percent  of  all  new  construction  and  substantially 
rehabilitated  units.  In  1979,  this  figure  plummeted  to  12  percent.  While 
cost  increases  explain  the  other  trends  in  allocations  cited  above,  the 
increasing  shift  of  new  construction  to  elderly  projects  can  be  explained 
only  by  examining  the  allocations  procedure  itself.  This  is  discussed  in 
detail  below. 

Also  important  in  analyzing  funding  patterns  is  the  difference  between 
the  supply  and  demand  for  housing  assistance.  Table  4.2  summarizes  the 
shortfall  of  current  federal  housing  assistance  programs  in  comparison  to 
requested  levels  of  assistance.  From  this  data  it  is  clear  that  significant 
shortfalls  between  housing  assistance  applications  and  resources  occur  in 
all  program  for  both  elderly  and  families.  Indeed,  a  100  percent  increase 
in  the  funding  level  of  both  the  Section  8  and  Public  Housing  programs  would 
still  not  meet  even  this  year's  demand,  as  measured  by  actual  applications. 
The  percentage  of  applications  that  can  be  expected  from  analyzing  data 
in  Table  4.1,  the  relative  shortfall  by  program  and  household  type  varies 


1  Based  on  1977  Prototype  Cost  Limits  for  Low  Income  Housing  and 
discussions  with  the  Boston  Area  Office  Economist. 

2  Based  on  December  1973  discussions  with  Boston  HUD  Area  Office 
economist,  estimated  per  unit  annual  costs  for  this  region  were: 

$2,950  Existing 

$5,570  New  Construction 

$5,700  Substantial  Rehabilitation 
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enormously.  While  only  12  percent  of  all  requests  for  family  new  construction 
and  rehabilitation  projects  can  expect  to  be  funded  this  year,  almost  54 
percent  of  all  elderly  requests  in  these  programs  can  expect  funding. 
Virtually  the  opposite  is  true  with  the  Section  8  Existing  and  Moderate 
Rehabilitation  Programs.  Only  about  6  percent  of  all  elderly  Existing  and 
Moderate  Rehabilitation  requests  will  receive  funding  while  almost  half 
of  all  family  requests  in  these  programs  will  be  funded. 

Accurately  predicting  future  funding  levels  is  difficult;  nevertheless 
an  educated  guess  can  be  made  about  the  level  of  housing  assistance  likely 
to  come  to  the  region  during  the  next  three  years.  During  the  federal  fiscal 
years  1977-79  a  total  of  14,600  units  was  allocated  to  the  MAPC  region, 
representing  about  7.3  percent  of  1978  housing  need.  Thus,  on  an  annual 
basis,  approximately  2.4  percent  of  the  region's  housing  need  has  been  met 
each  year.  Recognizing  the  prevailing  trend 'of  fiscal  austerity  found  at 
all  levels  of  government  as  well  as  rapidly  escalating  prices  for  housing, 
it  appears  likely  that  housing  assistance  during  the  next  three  years  will 
at  best  equal  and  most  likely  fall  short  of  the  recent  levels  of  housing 
assistance  provided  in  the  region.  Even  assuming  funding  continues  at 
roughly  the  same  level,  this  will  amount  to  a  net  20  percent  decrease  in 
housing  allocations  in  terms  of  constant  dollars  if  costs  continue  to 
increase  at  the  same  rates.  Under  these  conditions,  the  region  can  expect 
to  meet  between  5.8  and  7.3  percent  of  its  housing  needs  during  the  next 
three  years. 

The  means  for  meeting  housing  needs  over  the  next  three  years  is 
largely  a  function  of  the  allocations  process  itself.  Figure  4-B  illustrates 
the  housing  allocations  process  as  it  currently  exists.  Funding  levels 
and  program  mix  are  almost  exclusively  determined  at  the  national  level 
by  Congress  and  the  HUD  Central  Office.  The  Boston  HUD  Area  Office  has 
only  minimal  imput  into  this  process.  The  primary  control  which  exists 
in  both  the  Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Agency  (MHFA)  and  the  Boston 
Area  Office  is  the  relative  mix  of  elderly  and  families  by  program  As 
Figure  4-B  indicates,  MHFA  receives  its  funding  not  from  the  Boston  Area 
Office  but  from  the  Central  Office  in  Washington.  Thus,  MHFA  can  independently 
determine  the  elderly  and  family  mix  of  the  programs.  In  recent  years  this 
has  meant  an  increasing  emphasis  on  elderly  projects  regardless  of  state, 
regional,  or  local  housing  goals.  ■'•  While  this  trend  may  in  part  reflect 

^  MHFA  Commitments,  1969-78,  By  Household  Type 

Small      large 
MAPC  Region    Total  Units  Elderly    Family      Family 

1970-72       7769  (100%)  2189  (28%)  4895  (53%)   685  (9%) 
1973-78       6115  (100%)  3529  (58%)  2046  (33%)   540  (9%) 

The  HUD  Area  Office  maintains  that  because  of  MHFA's  increasing 
emphasis  on  elderly  housing,  it  has  been  forced  to  make  up  the 
"family  deficit"  by  relying  increasingly  on  the  Existing  Section  8 
program  to  meet  family  needs. 
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the  types  of  applications  submitted,  MHFA  may  have  substantial  influence  over 
the  make-up  of  this  applicant  pool  through  its  administrative  authority  to 
create  incentives  for  family  developments.  It  has  begun  to  move  in  this 
direction  by  offering  bonus  points  to  developments  that  include  family  units, 
but  the  response  to  a  recent  request  for  applications  indicates  that  greater 
incentives  need  to  be  offered.   During  fiscal  year  1979,  almost  all 
Section  8  New  Construction  and  Substantial  Rehabilitation  monies  for  the 
state  were  allotted  to  MHFA.  This  reliance  by  HUD  upon  MHFA  to  distribute 
a  significant  portion  of  the  region's  housing  assistance  means  that  MHFA's 
future  actions  will  have  a  great  impact  upon  the  success  of  this  plan. 

Housing  Assistance  Goals 

Taking  into  account  expected  levels  of  funding  discussed  above,  housing 
assistance  goals  for  the  next  three  years  have  been  calculated  for  all 
communities.  Goals  have  been  formulated  to  further  the  objective  "of 
providing  housing  opportunities  in  areas  of  low  concentration  and  to  provide 
for  maximum  cormunity  input  and  program  flexibility.  These  goals  should 
be  viewed  as  minimums,  not  maximums,  by  communities.  Funding  for  additional 
units  will  be  encouraged  where  they  will  further  the  objective  of  the  AHOP. 

To  establish  individual  community  goals  MAPC  applied  the  HUD  Housing 
Assistance  Plan  guideline  that  long-term,  deep  subsidy  goals  for  the  next 
three  years  should  meet  between  7  percent  and  15  percent  of  total  remaining 
needs. ^  To  maximize  program  flexibility,  goals  for  all  communities  were 
initially  set  at  15  percent  of  needs.  Communities  then  reviewed  these 
preliminary  numbers  and  evaluated  the  feasibility  of  these  goals  for  their 
community.  Although  15  percent  was  appropriate  for  most  communities, 
several  cities  and  towns  found  the  numbers  inappropriate  or  inconsistent 
with  local  housing  objectives.  Modifications  were  allowed  where  they  were 
essential  to: 

1)  Maintain  consistency  with  local  housing  assistance  plans  and 

to  further  the  AHOP's  stated  objective  of  spatial  deconcentration. 
For  example,  impacted  communities  (those  with  subsidized  units 
exceeding  10  percent  of  all  housing  units-^)  were  allowed  to 
set  goals  anywhere  between  7  percent  and  15  percent  of  need. 


1  Distribution  of  MHFA  Preliminary  Proposals  by  Regional 
Planning  Districts,  Revised  5/11/79 

Household  Type 
Total  Units   E    SF   LF     Unspecified 
MAPC  Region        6507     3811  2048  354        294 

(59%) (31%)  (5%)       (5%) 

^  Excluded  from  this  category  are  one-time  rehabilitation  loans  and 
grants  that  do  not  create  additional  units  of  assisted  housing. 

^   See  Figure  2- A 
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2)  Prevent  communities  from  being  penalized  for  receiving  special 
allocations.  Special  allocations  were  not  included  in  the 
recipient  community's  three-year  goals.  Neighborhood  Strategy 
Area  recipients  and  those  communities  receiving  Urban  Development 
Action  Grants  were  the  primary  beneficiaries  of  this  provision. 

3)  Ameliorate  disparities  caused  by  housing  assistance  funding 
already  committed  to  a  community.  Where  the  three  year  goals 
were  less  than  the  number  of  units  committed  to  an  ongoing 
development,  the  goals  were  increased  to  accommodate  the  develop- 
ment. If  necessary,  further  adjustments  will  be  made, 
particularly  during  the  first  year  that  the  Plan  is  in  effect, 

to  avoid  disruption  of  any  projects  to  which  a  commitment  has 
been  made  prior  to  the  date  that  the  Plan  is  approved  by  HUD. 

In  addition  to  reviewing  preliminary  goals  numbers,  all  communities  were 
given  the  opportunity  to  determine  the  types  of  housing  to  be  provided. 
Communities  were  also  allowed  complete  discretion  in  setting  one-year 
goals.  Annual  and  three-year  percentage  goals  for  all  communities  over 
25,000  are  displayed  in  Table  4.A.1  found  in  Appendix  B  of  Volume  2. 
Numerical  goals  for  all  communities  can  be  found  in  Table  4. A. 2  of  the 
Appendix. 

The  net  effect  of  the  goals  process  employed  by  MAPC  is  presented  in 
Table  4.3  which  compares  subregional  goals  with.subregional  needs. 
While  housing  needs  in  Core  communities  account  for  64  percent  of  all 
regional  need,  these  communities  account  for  less  than  55  percent  of  regional 
goals.  Similarly,  while  housing  needs  in  the  North,  Northwest,  West, 
Southwest  and  South  Shore  subregions  comprise  only  22  percent  of  regional 
needs, -29  percent  of  the  region's  goals  come  from  these  subregions.  An 
analysis  of  impacted  and  non-impacted  communities  shows  this  shift  to  be 
even  more  pronounced.  While  the  region's  housing  needs  are  split  almost 
equally  between  impacted  and  non-impacted  communities,  the  housing  assistance 
which  will  be  provided  to  non-impacted  communities  will  be  65  percent  greater 
than  the  assistance  received  by  impacted  communities.  Equally  important  is 
the  emphasis  on  household  type  between  impacted  and  non-impacted  communities. 
Fifty-eight  percent  of  all  housing  assistance  provided  to  non-impacted 
communities  will  be  targeted  to  families. 

A  major  function  of  community  housing  assistance  goals  is  to  meet 
the  housing  needs  of  those  lower  income  families  expected  to  reside  in 
non-concentrated  communities  on  the  basis  of  a  number  of  considerations. 
As  part  of  the  methodology  which  determined  housing  needs  discussed  in 
Chapter  1,  an  expected-to-reside  figure  was  calculated  for  all  communities. 
Four  numerical  factors  were  included  in  this  analysis: 

1)  Projected  growth  in  low-  and  moderate-wage  jobs, 

2)  The  current  number  of  low-  and  moderate-wage  jobs. 
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3)  Community  fiscal  capacity  to  support  services  to  lower  income 
households, 

4}  Indigenous  community  housing  needs. 

In  addition,  other  considerations  such  as  population  growth,  degree  of 
concentration  and  land  availability  were  evaluated  vis-a-vis  the  initial 
family  reallocation  figures  for  each  community.  Finally,  areawide  and 
statewide  plans  (see  Appendix  E)  were  examined  to  assure  consistency  with 
previously  adopted  policies.  Using  the  above  calculations  and  analysis, 
a  total  family  need  of  5,500  units  has  been  reallocated  from  15  communities 
with  concentrated  lower  income  populations  to  the  remaining  86  communities 
in  the  MAPC  region. ^  This  regional  reallocation  component  has  been 
incorporated  into  all  community  family  needs  figures. 

Calculation  of  outreach  goals  is  based  on  the  difference  between  each 
jurisdiction's  three-year  family  percentage  goal  and  its  relative  percentage 
of  the  areawide  housing  assistance  need.  As  described  above,  total  family 
needs  include  a  fair  share  or  regional  reallocation  component.  In  the  86 
positive  outreach  communities,  family  goals  have  been  set  at  15  percent 
of  total  family  need  and  in  each  case  positive  outreach  goals  are 
proportional  to  regional  reallocation  component  of  family  need.  These 
calculations  were  based  on  the  following  formula: 

Regional  Reallocation 
Outreach  (%)   =   (Total  Need  minus  Indigenous  Need) 
Total  Family  Need 
(Indigenous  plus  Regional  Reallocation) 

Outreach  goals  and  regional  reallocation  figures  for  all  positive  outreach 
communities  are  displayed  in  Appendix  B  of  Volume  2  (Table  4. A. 3). 

The  goals  and  outreach  percentages  developed  above  clearly  mandate  a 
shift  from  the  housing  assistance  patterns  discussed  in  Chapter  2.  Thus, 
it  is  important  that  they  are  considered  in  the  context  of  the  allocations 
process  described  earlier  in  this  chapter.  Recent  program  emphasis  by  HUD 
and  MHFA  has  resulted  in  an  increasing  reliance  upon  the  Existing  Section  8 
Program  to  meet  family  housing  assistance  needs.  In  contrast,  the  majority 
of  the  goals  for  family  housing  under  this  AHOP  can  only  be  met  with  new 
construction  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  rehabilitation.  The  availability 
of  existing  rental  units  in  areas  targeted  for  positive  outreach  is 
negligible  and  the  land  available  for  development  of  family  housing  is 
substantial . 


^  These  15  communities  are  refereed  to  in  the  text  as  "negative  out- 
reach communities"--the  remaining  86  communities  are  "positive  outreach 
communities."  MAPC  will  choose  from  each  of  these  groups  in  identifying 
target  jurisdictions  for  outreach  (Section  891.503(d)). 
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Table  4.4:  Rental  Units  and  Land  Availability  for  Positive 
and  Negative  Outreach  Communities 


Community  Type 

Rental  Unitsdj 

Available  Land(2) 

Percentage 
of  Region's 
Total  Rental 
Number     Units 

Percentage 
Number    of  Region's 
of  Acres   Available  Land 

Positive  Outreach 
Communities  (86) 

182,885 

.37 

430,886 

.89 

Negative  Outreach 
Communities  (15) 

317,485 

.53 

52,488 

.11 

Sources:  (1)  U.S.  Cens 

based  upo 

(2)  McConnell 

us.,  1970. 
n  tDuilding 
Air  Photo 

Additional  calculations  made  by  MAPC 
permit  data.  See  Footnote  2,  Table  2.2. 
Survey,  1972 

The  86  communities  with  positive  outreach  goals  contain  only  37  percent 
of  all  rental  units.  As  reported  to  MAPC,  the  vacancy  rates  for  these 
communities  tend  to  be  quite  low.  Reliance  on  the  Existing  Section  8  Program 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  indigenous  lower  income  population, -as 
well  as  those  families  expected  to  reside,  will  put  enormous  pressure  on  an 
already  limited  rental  housing  stock.  For  this  reason,  MAPC  has  chosen  to 
emphasize  new  construction  and  rehabilitation  within  these  communities,  which 
contain  over  89  percent  of  the  land  available  for  development.  MAPC  believes 
that  this  allocation  scheme  will  benefit  the  elderly  population  as  well  by 
providing  new  housing  for  those  persons  living  in  larger  units  they  no 
longer  need  or  are  able  to  support. 

Clearly,  if  the  AHOP  is  to  be  effective  in  its  purpose  of  providing 
expanded  housing  opportunities  for  lower  income  families,  a 
significant  program  shift  from  current  funding  patterns  will  be  required. 
Recent  trends  reducing  the  amount  of  family  new  construction  and  rehabilitation 
funds  must  be  reversed;  while  new  construction  and  rehabilitation  will  continue 
to. increase  elderly  housing  choice,  Existing  Section  8  subsidies  must  also  be  mad 
more  widely  available.  Given  this  mandate  from  local  communities  participating 
in  the  AHOP,  it  is  incumbent  upon  MAPC,  HUD  Central  and  Area  offices,  the 
state  Executive  Office  of  Communities  and  Development,  and  MHFA  to  develop 
alternatives  to  the  present  funding  allocation  process. 


Chapter  5 

Implementation  Activities  Under  the 
Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan 

Introduction 

This  chapter  describes  activities  MAPC  is  prepared  to  undertake 
to  increase  housing  opportunities  for  lower  income  households 
throughout  the  region.  These  activities  include: 

-strengthening  criteria  for  A-95  Review  of  local  applications  for 
federal  housing  funds; 

-promoting  outreach  and  fair  housing  market  practices; 

-developing  strategies  to  facilitate  housing  production  in  the  public 
and  private  sector,  particularly  to  remove  barriers  to  assisted  housing 
described  in  Chapter  3; 

-implementating  proposed  AHOP  bonus  funding  criteria  that  will  rein- 
force and  expand  the  above  activities. 

For  some  years,  MAPC  has  been  promoting  housing  opportunities  by 
providing  technical  assistance  to  communities  and  increasing  public 
awareness  of  housing  needs  through  reports  and  other  efforts.  Under  the 
Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plan  (AHOP),  MAPC  plans  to  expand  current 
activities  and  extend  its  efforts  into  other  types  of  initiatives. 


A-95  Review-Criteria 


2 


Since  A-95  review  and  comment  procedures  for  federally  funded  projects 
were  put  into  effect  a  decade  ago,  MAPC  has  been  serving  as  an  A-95  clear- 
inghouse for  the  Boston  metropolitan  region.  In  recent  years,  MAPC  has 
been  developing  criteria  to  prioritize  housing  proposals  by  assigning 
high,  medium,  or  low  designations  to  each  project  application  received. 
These  designations  are  made  to  assist  federal  officials  in  allocating 
limited  resources  to  community  projects  needed  most  in  the  MAPC  region.' 

^This  section  meets  requirements  in  HUD  regulations  891 .503(f) (1 ) (ii ) 
"A-95  Review"  is  the  directive  under  which  federal  agencies  must  refer 
requests  for  funds  to  state,  regional  and  local  public  bodies.  The  pur- 
poses are  twofold:  first  to  ensure  conformity  with  policies  at  those  levels 
and  second,  to  avoid  duplication  of  programs  effort  and  funding. 

2See,  for  example,  letter  dated  April  17,  1979  to  HUD  Area  Office  re: 
Public  Housing  Application. 
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Under  the  AHOP,  MAPC  would  develop  more  extensive  review  criteria 
and  a  ranking  system  serving  two  purposes:  first,  to  classify  housing 
proposals  as  either  acceptable  or  unacceptable;  and  second,  to  priori- 
tize projects.  In  addition,  special  consideration  will  be  given  to 
projects  in  communities  which  have  demonstrated  initiative  in  providing 
lower  income  housing  opportunities  or  have  signed  off  on  the  AHOP  and 
are  trying  to  meet  their  goals  accordingly. 

The  following  sections  set  forth  the  A-95  evaluation  system  by 
outlining  the  basic  criteria  for  project  acceptability.  Criteria  for 
further  prioritization  are  subsequently  given,  first  for  projects  highly 
recommended  and  then  for  those  in  the  recommended  category.  Some  projects 
which  meet  threshold  criteria  of  acceptability  may  not  fall  in  either 
the  highly  recommended  or  recommended  categories,  unless  special  factors 
pertaining  to  the  sponsoring  community  are  sufficient  to  recommend  them 
for  funding.  A  summary  checklist  of  these  Review  criteria  is  presented 
in  Figure  5-A  for  easy  reference. 

1 .  Acceptable  Project  Criteria 

The  major  factors  governing  the  acceptability  of  housing  project 
development  from  a  regional  perspective  are  as  follows: 

a.  The  balance  between  family  and  elderly  effort  in  the  sponsoring 
community  will  be  reviewed  in  detail.  Regional  effort  has 
generally  been  skewed  toward  meeting  elderly  needs.  MAPC  has 
usually  given  higher  priority  to  family  assistance  and, under  the 
AHOP,  this  consideration  will  be  paramount, 

b.  All  housing  development  proposals  will  be  reviewed  for  consistency 
with  the  AHOP  needs  and  goals.  The  goals  established  for  indi- 
vidual communities  will  not  be  regarded  as  absolute  ceilings  on 
housing  assistance.  Initially,  consideration  will  be  given 

to  communities  which  have  not  met  their  goals  rather  than  those 
which  have  already  made  considerable  progress. 

Beyond  these  threshold  guidelines  for  acceptability,  MAPC,  through 
its  AHOP, has  developed  criteria  to  prioritize  a  subset  of  acceptable  housing 
project  proposals  as  either  recommended  or  highly  recommended. 

2.  Prioritization  of  Acceptable  Projects 

a.  Highly  Recommended  Projects 

Factors  which  would  distinguish  highly  recommended  projects 
include  the  following: 

(1)  Development  in  Areas  of  Low  Concentration 

For  new  construction,  MAPC  will   give  highest  priority 
to  projects  in  those  communities  where   (a)   indigenous 
need  is  relatively  low,  and   (b)   housing  effort  relative 
to  housing  need,   particularly  in  those  communities  with 
substantial   expected-to-reside  figures,  has  been  dis- 
proportionately low. 
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Figure  5-A 

Summary  Checklist  for 
A-95  Review  Criteria  Under  the  AHOP 


1.  "Acceptable"  Project  Criteria 

a.  Family-Elderly  Balance 

b.  Housing  Effort  in  the  Project 
Community  to  Date 

2.  Prioritization  of  Acceptable  Projects 

a.  Highly  Recommended  Factors 

(1)  Development  in  an  Area  of  Low 
Concentration 

(2)  Interjurisdictional  Mobility 
Factors 

(3)  Large  Family  Units 

(4)  Development  Size  and/or  Mixed 
Income  Occupancy 

b.  Recommended  Factors 

(1)  Introduction  of  Innovative  Housing 
Concepts  or  New  Housing  Types  in  the 
Community 

(2)  Housing  Component  of  Mixed  Use 
Development 

(3)  Subregional  Deficit  in  the  Type 
of  Housing  Proposed 

3.  Special  Factors  Related  to  the  Sponsoring  Community 

a.  Participating  in  the"  AHOP 

b.  Local  land  use  controls  which  encourage 
lower  income  housing 

c.  Residency  preferences  eliminated  by  LPHA 

(1)  Entirely 

(2)  Percentage  of  units:  % 

d.  Sponsorshop  of  or  participation  in  outreach, 
counseling  or  affirmative  action  fair 
marketing  activities 

^-  Concurrence,  where  applicable,  by  other 
clearinghouses  on  previous  projects 

f.  Previous  local  housing  effort 

g.  Other  local  initiatives 
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(2)  Interjurisdictional  Mobility  Factors 

Given  that  the  primary  purpose  of  the  AHOP  is  to 
increase  access  of  lower  income  house- 
holds to  communities  other  than  those  in  which  they 
presently  reside,  high  priority  will  be  given  to 
those  projects  where  (a)  a  percentage  of  the  units 
in  the  proposal  project  are  to  be  set  aside  for  non- 
residents and  the  development  entity  agrees  to  affirm- 
atively market  the  availability  of  those  units  both 
through  its  own  initiatives  and  AHOP-sponsored 
activities,  (b)  the  sponsoring  community  has  elimin- 
ated residency  preferences  in  units  managed  by  the 
local  public  housing  authority,  either  altogether  or 
on  a  percentage  basis,  or  (c)  the  project  is  co- 
sponsored  by  two  or  more  communities  as  a  subregional 
effort  to  address  local  needs. 

(3)  Large  Family  Units 

Given  that  elderly  and  small  family  needs  throughout 
the  region  have  been  met  to  a  much  greater  extent 
than  large  family  needs,  special  consideration  will 
be  given  to  project  proposals  providing  units  with 
three  or  more  bedrooms. 

(4)  Development  Size  and/or  Mixed  Income  Components 

Housing  initiatives  to  economically  integrate  communi- 
ties in  the  MAPC  region  should  attempt  to  physically 
integrate  the  units  made  available  to  lower 
income  households  with  those  occupied  by  other  income 
groups.  For  this  reason,  MAPC  will  place  higher  prior- 
ity on  projects  committed  to  either  (a)  smaller-scale 
subsidized  developments,  or  (b)  occupants  of  mixed 
income. 


b.  Recommended  Projects 

Factors  which  would  distinguish  recommended  projects  from  those 
simply  meeting  the  threshold  criteria  for  acceptability  would  include: 

(1 )  Introduction  of  Innovative  Housing  Concepts  or  New  Housing 
Types  in  the  Community 

Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  those  proposals  which  repre- 
sent (a)  a  new  type  of  housing  within  a  community,  thus 
expanding  the  types  of  housing  opportunities  in  that 
jursidiction,  and/or  (b)  innovative  concepts  in  pro- 
viding housing  opportunities  in  the  region.  New  types 
of  housing  in  communities  where  there  has  been  little  or 
no  effort  to  provide  assisted  housing  may  comprise  a  pub- 
lic or  subsidized  housing  development  for  elderly  and/or 
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family  occupants.  Innovative  concepts  include  initi- 
atives such  as  congregate  housing,  and  local  housing 
authority  acquisition  of  a  percentage  of  condomin- 
ium units  in  a  private  development  at  below  market 
cost. 

(2)  Housing  Components  of  Mixed  Use  Developments 

Proposals  in  which  housing  comprises  an  element  of 
an  overall  economic  development  or  commercial 
revitalization  plan  will  be  given  strong  consideration, 
It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  MAPC  region,  oppor- 
tunities for  mixed  use  revitalizati)On  projects  exist 
in  many  outlying  suburban  and  exurban  communities 
which  developed  in  the  last  century  as  small  scale 
industrial  centers.  Thus,  these  projects  may  often 
provide  housing  opportunities  in  areas  where  hous- 
ing needs  for  expected-to-reside  or  regional  reallo- 
cation exist. 

(3)  Subregional  Deficit  in  the  Type  of  Housing  Proposed 

While  a  particular  community  may  have  provided  a 
substantial  number  of  elderly  or  family  units, 
surrounding  communities  may  have  done  little.  In 
these  instances,  where  there  is  a  significant  sub- 
regional  deficit,  MAPC  may  give  additional  consid- 
eration to  the  proposed  project  particularly  if 
cooperative  efforts  with  one  or  more  of  the  surround- 
ing communities  are  established  in  undertaking  the 
project. 


3.  Special  Factors  Related  to  the  Sponsoring  Community 

.  In  addition  to  priority  factors  related  to  specific  project  pro- 
posals, MAPC  will  give  consideration  to  special  factors  related  to 
the  communities  sponsoring  housing  developments.  These  considerations 
include: 

a.  Participation  in  the  AHOP  through  initial  sign-off  and 
ongoing  efforts  to  meet  agreed  upon  three-year  housing 
goals. 

b.  Creative  modifications  of  local  land  use  controls  which 
encourage  greater  diversity  in  types  of  housing  and,  in 
turn,  greater  access  to  dwellings  in  that  community  for 
lower  income  households  e.g.  adoption  of  an 

ordinance  requiring  a  percentage  of  subsidized  units  within 
each  new  private  housing  development,  and  zoning  by-law 
provisions  for  accessory  apartments  in  single-family  dis- 
tricts. 
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c.  Residency  preferences  for  public  housing  eliminated  either 
altogether  or  on  a  percentage  basis  by  the  local  public 
housing  authority. 

d.  Local  housing  effort  measured  in  terms  of  previous 
"acceptable"  but  not  necessarily  funded  applications, 
particularly  where  one  or  more  applications  were  desig- 
nated as  highly  recommended  by  MAPC  staff  and  subsequently 
were  not  funded. 

e.  Other  local  initiatives  have  been  undertaken  to  facilitate 

lower  income  housing  opportunities. 

In  sum,  MAPC  will  continue  to  review  applications  for  funding  at  a 
planning  level,  evaluating  applications  on  the  basis  of: 

--acceptability  relative  to  AHOP  goals  and  objectives 

—priority  rankings,  i.e.,  recommended  or  highly  recommended  beyond 
basic  acceptability,  either  because  of  specific  project  elements 
or  because  of  particular  housing  efforts  by  the  sponsoring 
community. 

Considerations  more  specific  than  planning  criteria,  such  as  financial 
and  design  aspects  of  proposed  developments,  cannot  be  appropriately 
evaluated  by  regional  planning  staff  and  thus  will  remain  the  prerogative 
of  local  officials  and  funding  agencies. 

Presently,  MAPC  A-95  review  priorities  may  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  the  HUD  Area  Office.  As  an  integral  part  of  a  HUD-approved  AHOP,  MAPC 
would  expect  to  develop  an  agreement  with  the  HUD  Area  Manager  under  which 
HUD  and  MAPC  would  confer  on  initial  program  allocation  within  the  MAPC 
region  and  work  out  a  mutually  acceptable  funding  schedule  after  HUD 
has  received  applications  for  funding.  Given  that  60  percent  of  the  federal 
housing  subsidy  funds  received  in  Massachusetts  are  expended  in  the 
MAPC  region,  MAPC  staff  should  be  involved,  at  the  commencement  of  each 
fiscal  year,  in  HUD's  allocation  sessions  with  the  state  Executive  Office 
of  Communities  and  Development  (EOCD)  and  the  Massachusetts  Housing  Fin- 
ance Agency  (MHFA) . 

Outreach  and  Fair  Housing  Marketing  Activities^ 

Overview 

MAPC's  outreach  and  fair  housing  marketing  activities  to  date  have 
focused  primarily  on  MAPC  staff  technical   assistance  to  local   communities, 
developing  regulatory  policies,  programs,  or  funding  applications  to 

^This  section  adresses  the  following  provisions  of  HUD's  Regulations: 
891.503(d),   (f)(l)(i),   (iii),   (iv)   and  (f)(2)(i)   and   (iv)   and  891.606(a)(1), 
(2),   (3),   (4) 
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broaden  housing  opportunities  for  lower  income  households  who 
are  not  necessarily  residents  of  that  community.  MAPC  has  also,  through 
funds  acquired  via  its  local  assessment,  developed  an  incentive  grants 
program.  Under  this  program,  not  only  local  governing  bodies  but  also 
citizens'  organizations  and  nonprofit  corporations  will  be  encouraged  to 
submit  proposals  for  matching  funds  for  projects  which  would  expand 
housing  opportunities  in  the  MAPC  region.  In  addition,  MAPC  has  main- 
tained ongoing  coordinated  efforts  with  state,  regional  and  local  organi- 
zations specifically  concerned  with  outreach  and  fair  housing  marketing 
activities,  many  of  which  are  represented  on  MAPC's  Technical  Advisory 
Committee  on  Housing.  These  agencies  include  not  only  state  agencies 
responsible  for  these  efforts  such  as  the  Executive  Office  of  Communities 
and  Development  and  the  Commission  Against  Discrimination,  but  also 
nonprofit  citizens  organizations  and  ad  hoc  groups  such  as  the  Mayor's 
Office  of  Fair  Housing  in  Boston. 1 

Under  the  AHOP,  MAPC  plans  to  significantly  expand  its  role  both 
in  technical  assistance  and  incentive  grants  funding,  particularly  if 
bonus  funds  are  received  under  Subsection  F.2  MAPC's  outreach  efforts 
will  focus  primarily  on  areas  with  disproportionately  low  numbers  of 
lower  income  households  with  an  employment  base  and  the  fiscal 
capacity  to  support  them,  and  where  efforts  to  provide  assisted  housing 
have  been  minimal. 3  Realistically,  the  greatest  potential  for  realizing 
outreach  goals  in  these  areas  will  be  among  communities  participating 
in  the  AHOP.'^  Fair  housing  marketing  efforts  will  be  directed  primarily 
in  several  subareas  of  the  region  where  existing  fair  housing  groups 
can  serve  as  a  local  organizational  base  for  disseminating  information  and 
providing  counseling  and  referral  services. 

Given  the  client-oriented  nature  of  many  outreach  and  fair  housing 
marketing  activities,  T-IAPC  will  draw  on  the  expertise  and  resources  of 
public  and  private  sector  organizations  which  have  traditionally  served 
in  a  counseling  and  referral  capacity  in  the  region.  In  doing  so,  MAPC 
will  rely  on  the  broad-based  representation  of  its  Technical  Advisory 
Committee  on  Housing  and  strengthen  it  with  additional  participation  by 
outside  organizations,^  particularly  nonprofit  organizations  engaged  in 
advocacy  activities  and  additional  representatives  from  the  real  estate 
industry. 

^See  Appendix  F 

2See  final  section  in  this  chapter  on  Proposed  Bonus  Funding  Criteria. 

See  Chapters  1  and  2  regarding  number  of  units  needed  and  effort  to 
provide  assisted  units  to  date. 

^See  Volume  2  re:  individual  communities  participating  in  the  AHOP. 

^See  Appendix  F  for  list  of  MAPC's  current  TAC  membership. 
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MAPC  win  build  on  its  own  strengths  in  technical  assistance  (partic- 
ularly to  local  governments),  public  information,  regional  coordination, 
and  monitoring  and  evaluation.  MAPC  will,  wherever  possible,  enlist  the 
organizational  support  of  outside  groups  to  accomplish  the  following 
objectives. 

Areawide  Housing  Information  and  Referrals  for  Counseling  Services 

MAPC  has  consolidated  information  from  various  federal,  state,  and 
local  administering  agencies  on  assisted  units  in  each  community  within 
the  MAPC  region.  MAPC  will  develop  public  brochures  to  widely  disseminate 
information  on  (a)  locations  of  assisted  units,  particularly  family  units, 
which  may  be  made  available  to  non-residents,  (b)  how  to  apply  for  these 
units,  and  (c)  public  and  private  agencies  which  may  be  helpful  in  locating 
units  currently  available  in  suburban  communities.  If  MAPC  receives 
bonus  funding,  the  Council  intends  to  request  applications  from  organi- 
zations, either  currently  providing,  or  with  the  immediate  capability 
of  providing,  counseling  and  referral  services  to  individual  households 
seeking  units  in  communities  with  positive  outreach  goals  under  the  AHOP. 

Development  of  Areawide  Affirmative  Fair  Housing  Marketing  Goals 
and  Strategies 

There  are  presently  three  efforts  related  to  developing  fair  housing 
strategies  in  the  MAPC  region.  One  is  the  Community  Housing  Resources 
Board,  created  under  an  agreement  between  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate 
Board  and  HUD  in  1978.  The  major  objectives  of  this  board  are  to  increase 
the  awareness  among  real  estate  brokers  and  housing  consumers  of  the  fair 
housing  laws  and  to  encourage  minorities  to  enroll  in  training  and  licensing 
programs  to  become  practicing  real  estate  brokers.  MAPC  has  served  on 
this  board  since  its  inception. 

Secondly,  in  Boston,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Fair  Housing  has  undertaken 
several  activities  including  public  brochures  and  posters  advertising  the 
content  and  import  of  fair  housing  laws.  MAPC  endorses  these  efforts 
to  promote  public  awareness  of  the  fair  housing  laws  and  the  need  for 
integrated  housing  opportunities. 

Third,  the  Massachusetts  Commission  Against  Discrimination  now 
requires,  as  a  part  of  its  A-95  Review  process,  fair  housing  and  fair 
employment  practice  agreements  or  assurances  from  applicant  communities. 
These  have  been  signed  with  the  local  governing  bodies  of  the  com- 
munities in  the  MAPC  region  and,  on  a  cumulative  basis,  indicate  a 
commitment  on  the  part  of  local  officials  to  the  provisions  of  the  fair 
housing  laws. 

To  enhance  these  efforts,  MAPC  will  work  with  state  and  federal 
funding  agencies  on  "pre-occupancy"  briefings  and  affirmative  marketing 
commitments  from  developers  seeking  rental  assistance  funds  for  their 
units.  MAPC  will  assist  HUD  and  developers  of  subsidized  units  in 
identifying  local  groups  which  may  be  helpful  in  referring  minority 
applicants  to  these  developments.  In  addition,  MAPC  will  provide 
technical  assistance  and  possible  funding  to  local  officials  and  fair 
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housing  organizations  interested  in  conducting  activities  to  promote 
housing  opportunities  for  minorities  in  a  subarea  of  the  region  comprised 
of  impacted  and  non-impacted  communities. 

Activities  To  Enlist  the  Cooperation  of  Existing  Public  Housing 
Authorities  to  Increase  Mobility  of  Lower  Income  Households 

MAPC  is  currently  requesting  from  each  of  its  101  communities,  many 
of  which  have  local  housing  authorities,  a  positive  response  to  participate 
in  programs  to  increase  mobility  of  households  eligible  for  public  housing 
by  Ca)  eliminating  residency  preference  requirements  either  altogether  or 
for  a  percentage  of  units  they  administer,  Cb)  developing  Section  8 
certificate  exchange  programs  between  local  housing  authorities  in 
impacted  and  non-impacted  communities,  and  (c)  working  on  new  construction 
or  substantial  rehabilitation  projects  on  a  subregional  basis. 

Development  of  Programs  Involving  the  Private  Sector 

MAPC  is  actively  participating  in  a  number  of  ongoing  efforts  to 
develop  joint  efforts,  by  both  private  and  public  sector,  to  increase 
housing  opportunities.  Among  the  more  active  of  these  groups  is  the 
Housing  Task  Force  which  has  recently  been  convened,  funded,  and  staffed 
by  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate  Board.  This  Task  Force  is  intensively 
engaged  in  identifying  housing  problems  in  the  MAPC  region  and  proposing 
solutions  in  three  major  areas,  including  a  subcommittee  on  Financing 
and  Marketing  which  is  central  to  outreach  and  fair  housing  strategies.  ■'• 
MAPC  plans  to  participate  in  organizational  efforts  such  as  these  and 
develop  applicable  and  workable  programs  to  further  ongoing  outreach  and 
fair  housing  marketing  activities. 

Preparation  and  Dissemination  of  Areawide  Guides  and  Analytical 
Reports  Which  Identify  Housing  Opportunities,  Trends  in  Mobility 
and  Housing  Costs  in  the  MAPC  Region 

MAPC  will  continue  to  develop  published  materials  on  opportunities 
for  assisted  housing  in  the  MAPC  region  and  problems  associated  with 
trends  in  the  private  housing  market  which  may  contribute  to  either 
exacerbating  or  solving  housing  problems  in  the  MAPC  region.  These 
materials  are  directed  not  only  at  public  sector  officials,  but  also 
housing  consumers,  producers  and  investors.  Housing-related  materials 
which  MAPC  is  currently  developing  Include  (a)  a  mortgage  risk  study 
which  is  assessing  lenders'  experience  in  the  MAPC  region  with  the  objective 
of  triggering  private  investment,  particularly  in  urban  areas  which  have 
been  perceived  as  high  risk  neighborhoods  (these  perceptions  are  used 
to  justify  a  practice  known  as  "redlining"  that  contributes  to  the 
deterioration  of  existing  housing  stock  );(b)  a  manual  and  public  workshop 


1  The  two  other  major  Issue  areas  are  land  supply  and  development 
and  building  and  technology,  which  are  key  to  facilitating  Housing  Production 
and  will  be  discussed  in  the  next  section. 
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on  adaptive  reuse  directed  at  public  officials  and  private 
developers  in  urban  and  suburban  communities  alike  who  may  be  interested 
in  utilizing  obsolescent  public  buildings,  e.g.  schools  and  conmercial 
space  to  create  new  housing  units;  and  (c)  a  brief  treatise  on  private 
housing  market  trends,  property  values  and  housing-related  costs  such 
as  transportation  modes  and  utility  rates.  The  treatise  will  reassess 
the  current  housing  needs  situation  and  problem  areas  yet  to  be  addressed 
by  public  policy  or  private  initiatives. 

In  sum,  MAPC  will  carry  out  outreach  and  fair  housing  marketing 
activities  by  offering  technical  assistance,  preparing  and  disseminating 
public  information  and  maintaining  ongoing  contact  with  public  and  private 
sector  organizations  actively  involved  in  these  efforts  (drawing  on  the 
resources  and  input  of  these  groups  formally  through  the  Technical 
Advisory  Committee).  In  addition,  MAPC  will  use  its  expertise  in  developing 
and  reviewing  project  proposals  for  funding,  monitoring,  and  evaluating 
these  activities. 
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Facilitating  Housing  Production  by  the  Private  and  Public  Sectors 

Introduction 

There  are  four  basic  types  of  activities  MAPC  will  undertake  to 
strengthen  its  role  in  encouraging  housing  production  in  the  private  and 
public  sectors:  (1)  technical  assistance  to  local  communities  and 
private  developers  interested  in  creating  publically  assisted  housing; 
(2)  demonstration  projects  which  combine  intensive  technical  assistance 
along  with  MAPC-funded  incentive  grants  or  other  additional  funding;  (3) 
monitoring  local  initiatives  such  as  changes  in  zoning  by-laws  or  applica- 
tions for  funding  for  purposes  other  than  housing;  and  (4)  public 
information  activities  including  both  literature  and  sponsorship  of 
conferences  and  workshops  on  issues  central  to  implementation  of  the 
AHOP. 

Massachusetts  has  enacted  several  state  laws  including  a  statewide 
performance  building  code  and  zoning  statutes  to  facilitate  the  construction 
of  lower  income  housing  which  MAPC  may  utilize  to  assist 
communities  in  meeting  their  housing  goals  for  the  next  three  years. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  MAPC  region  is  comprised  of  101  municipalities, 
each  with  its  own  jurisdictional  enforcement  powers  over  land  use 
controls  (both  zoning  and  subdivision  provisions),  the  building  code, 
and  local  housing  authority.  Thus,  many  of  the  implementation  activities 
on  housing  production  undertaken  by  MAPC  will  be  directed  at  collaborative 
efforts  with  local  officials  and  private  sector  representatives  who  are 
usually  involved  in  housing  production  on  a  subregional  or  regionwide 
basis. 

Technical  Assistance 

MAPC  plans  to  use  its  present  staff  to  provide  technical  assistance 
to  local  officials  and  expand  current  initiatives  to  assist  private 
developers  in  their  efforts  to  provide  lower  income  housing. 
MAPC  will  focus  its  technical  assistance  efforts  under  the  AHOP  in  four 
areas. 

-  MAPC  will  assist  communities  in  modifying  local  land  use  controls 
where  local  officials  are  interested  in  introducing  zoning 
incentives  for  development  of  lower  income  housing. 

These  technical  assistance  activities  would  be  carried  out  jointly 
by  MAPC's  Land  Use  and  Housing  staff. 

-  The  Council  will  provide  arbitration  services  in  cases  where 
private  developers  are  trying  to  undertake  projects  which  would 
include  a  percentage  of  units  for  lower  income 

households  and  have  met  with  local  opposition.  MAPC  has  begun 
to  offer  its  services  in  an  effort  to  negotiate  solutions  which 


1  This  section  addresses  HUD  regulatory  requirements  891.503(f )(1 )(i ) , 
and  (2)(i),  (ii),  and  (iv). 
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are  mutually  acceptable  to  the  developer  and  the  local  community 
and  which  conform  to  AHOP  regional  objectives  of  meeting  family 
as  well  as  elderly  need.  Under  the  state  "anti-snob"  zoning 
statute  (Chapter  774),  developers  can  appeal  to  the  state  Housing 
Appeals  Board  to  override  local  zoning  ordinances  which  produce 
the  development  of  such  a  project.  MAPC  has  found  that,  in  some 
cases,  a  developer  is  interested  and  willing  to  negotiate 
alternative  proposals  with  local  officials  rather  than  incur  the 
expenses  associated  with  a  lengthy  appeals  process.  It  is  also 
usually  in  the  community's  interest  to  work  out  a  viable  compromise 
than  subject  itself  to  a  state- imposed  mandate.  From  these 
specific  projects,  MAPC  will  develop  materials  for  general 
dissemination  and  sponsor  public  workshops. 

-MAPC  will  encourage  rehabilitation  efforts,  particularly  in 
communities  with  public  buildings  available  for  adaptive  reuse 
for  housing.  In  these  efforts,  MAPC  would  work  with  local 
officials  in  developing  a  prospectus  for  private  developers 
review,  and  would  assist  in  locating  interested  developers  and 
evaluating  their  applications.  MAPC  is  presently  developing  a 
manual  and  plans  to  sponsor  a  workshop  on  adaptive  reuse. 

-MAPC  will  incorporate  housing  as  a  component  in  economic 
revitalization  projects.  This  is  a  potentially  viable 
alternative  to  isolated  districts  zoned  exclusively  for 
residential  purposes.  This  type  of  solution  may  be  particularly 
appropriate  for  housing  the  elderly  and  physically  handicapped 
persons  who  are  less  mobile,  giving  them  more  immediate  access 
to  goods  and  services,  and  enabling  them  to  remain  more  self- 
sufficient  even  without  automobile  transportation.  In  some 
locations,  these  mixed-use  developments  will  also  be  appropriate 
for  family  housing. 

Demonstration  Projects 

MAPC  plans  to  develop  demonstration  projects  by  soliciting  requests 
from  local  officials  for  technical  assistance  and,  where  appropriate, 
funding  assistance  as  well.  For  example,  in  recent  months,  MAPC  has  been 
approached  by  a  local  planning  board  which  was  negotiating  with  developers 
to  acquire  a  percentage  of  units  in  condominium  developments.  The  developer 
would  sell  to  the  local  housing  authority  the  units  at  cost  in  exchange 
for  a  permit  to  increase  the  number  of  units  developed.  MAPC  was  asked 
to  identify  programs  appropriate  to  fund  the  acquisition  of  such  units. 
In  doing  so,  MAPC  provided  local  officials  with  a  working  document  which 
evaluated  the  appropriate  federal  and  state  programs,  application  procedures, 
and  funding  prospects.  In  another  instance,  MAPC  sponsored  a  public  work- 
shop in  which  two  panelists,  a  planning  official  and  private  developer, 
discussed  an  innovative  local  ordinance  in  one  of  the  MAPC  communities. 
This  ordinance,  which  requires  that  10  percent  of  the  units  in  any  newly 
constructed  housing  development  be  set  aside  for  Section  8  recipients, 
was  advocated  by  both  the  public  official  and  the  developer  as  a  workable 
means  to  assure  the  creation  of  lower  income  units  as  an  integral 
part  of  any  housing  development. 
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MAPC  intends  to  expand  the  agency's  role  in  assisting  local  initiatives 
by  actively  soliciting  project  proposals,  particularly  from  those  communities 
participating  in  the  AHOP,  interested  private  developers, and  citizen 
organizations.  Projects  would  include  those  which  (1)  facilitate  housing 
production  for  lower  income  households  by  either  the  public  or 
private  sector,  (2)  involve  local  innovations,  particularly  modifications 
of  land  use  controls,  which  may  be  applicable  to  other  communities  in  the 
region. 

Monitoring 

MAPC  plans  to  monitor  changes  in  state  or  local  provisions  which  may 
either  facilitate  or  impede  housing  production  in  the  region.  Areas  of 
state  and  local  action  which  MAPC  will  monitor  include: 

-  proposed  changes  in  local  zoning  by-laws  which  may  have  a 
pronounced  effect,  either  positively  or  negatively,  on 
lower  income  housing  development  in  that  community. 

-  subdivision  control  requirements  which  may  unnecessarily  contribute 
to  increased  housing  costs, 

-  building  code  requirements  initiated  by  either  the  state  commission 
or  local  enforcement  officials  which  may  make  housing  development 
unnecessarily  expensive, 

-  activities  of  the  state  Housing  Appeals  Board,  particularly  formal 
decisions  upholding  or  overturning  local  zoning  by-laws  on  the 
basis  of  housing  needs  met,  and 

-  state  and  federal  programs  funding  allocations  for  housing  and 
related  projects  in  the  region. 

Public  Information,  Resource  Centers,  Conferences 

MAPC  will  undertake  a  variety  of  initiatives  directed  at  both 
dissemination  of  information  and  increased  participation  in  housing 
production  efforts.  In  this  regard,  MAPC  plans  to: 

-  develop  a  resource  center  of  exemplary  local  zoning,  subdivision, 
and  permitting  procedures  which  may  facilitate  the  production  of 
assisted  housing  including  variable  density  requirements,  flexible 
lot  size  requirements,  allowances  for  cluster  or  planned  unit 
development,  and  provisions  for  accessory  apartments, 

-  create  a  central  information  and  referral  center  on  new 
developments  in  federal  and  state  housing  programs,  related  housing 
programs,  and  activities  of  private  interest  groups, 

-  sponsor  public  conferences  on  adaptive  reuse  and  modification  of 
local  land  use  controls  and  contribute  Council  staff  resources  to 
planning  and  organizing  conferences  with  various  housing  interest 
groups, 
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-  develop  and  disseminate  concise  and  readable  literature  for  the 
general  public  on  housing  trends  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  market 
generally  and  for  lower  income  households  specifically. 

In  sum,  MAPC's  housing  production  efforts  will  be  directed  at 
facilitating  housing  production  by  providing  technical  assistance  to  public 
and  appropriate  private  sector  representatives,  creating  incentives  for 
innovative  demonstration  projects,  monitoring  ongoing  activities  and  new 
developments,  encouraging  greater  participation  in  these  efforts  by 
providing  the  general  public  with  written  information  and  sponsoring 
conferences  to  address  major  housing  issues  in  the  MAPC  region. 

Bonus  Funding^ 

Bonus  funds  will  be  essential  to  effectively  pursue  the  implementation 
activities  discussed  in  this  chapter.  These  additional  funds  will  be 
needed  from  each  of  the  three  programs.  Section  8,  Community  Development 
Block  Grant,  and  701. 

To  qualify  for  bonus  funds,  MAPC  is  required  to  meet  at  least  one 
of  the  following  criteria: 

(1)  Significant  participation,  initial  funding  or  administration, 
in  counseling  and  referral  programs  to  assist  lower 

income  households  in  jurisdictions  outside  of  areas  where  they 
presently  reside; 

(2)  Interjurisdictional  use  of  the  Existing  Section  8  program  by 
communities  participating  in  the  AHOP; 

(3)  Elimination  of  residency  preferences  by  the  local  housing 
authorities  in  al 1  participating  jurisdictions; 

(4)  Participation  in  the  development  or  implementation  of  an 
operative  voluntary  areawide  fair  housing  marketing  program; 

(5)  Participation  of  75  or  more  of  MAPC's  101  municipalities  in 
the  AHOP, 

(6)  Development  or  administration  by  MAPC  of  other  activities  which 
may  be  approved  by  HUD  as  meeting  the  objectives  of  the  AHOP. 

MAPC  is  applying  under  criteria  (1),  (2),  (4),  and  (6)  for  bonus  funding. 

As  discussed  in  the  Outreach  and  Fair  Marketing  section  of  this 
chapter,  MAPC  is  providing  assistance  in  the  development  of  housing 
information  and  referral  services.  Bonus  funding  will  allow  for  a  signifi- 
cant expansion  of  these  efforts. 

This  section  addresses  HUD  regulations  Subpart  F  (Special  Allocations 
Based  Upon  Approved  Areawide  Housing  Opportunity  Plans),  891.601  to  891.607. 
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Regarding  interjurisdictional  use  of  Existing  Section  8  certificates, 
there  are  at  least  two  ways  in  which  MAPC  may  meet  this  criterion.  One  is 
administrative  mechanisms  for  eligible  families  from  impacted  areas  to  use 
their  certificates  in  non-impacted  areas.  Currently  such  a  program  is 
administered  by  the  state  Office  of  Communities  and  Development  in  all 
jurisdictions  in  the  MAPC  region.  Recently,  this  office  has  begun  to  provide 
a  quarterly  report  to  the  local  housing  authorities  to  inform  them  of  the 
number  of  state-administered  units  within  their  community.  MAPC  commends 
EOCD  for  this  attempt  to  coordinate  its  rental  assistance  program  with  local 
officials.  Another  method  of  promoting  interjurisdictional  use  of  Existing 
Section  8  certificates  is  the  elimination  of  residency  preferences  by  housing 
authorities  for  these  units,  as  required  by  current  HUD  policy.  MAPC  is 
working  with  communities  interested  in  participating  in  an  approved  AHOP  to 
meet  this  second  criterion. 

As  stipulated  under  the  fourth  criterion,  MAPC  has  been  a  member  of 
the  Community  Housing  Resources  Board  formed  to  monitor  the  Voluntary 
Areawide  Marketing  Agreement  between  HUD  and  the  Greater  Boston  Real 
Estate  Board.  The  scope  and  content  of  this  Agreement  and  the  Board's 
activities  are  discussed  in  the  Outreach  and  Fair  Housing  Marketing 
section  of  this  chapter. 

MAPC  has  provided  technical  assistance  and  served  as  arbitrator  in 
a  series  of  activities  which  merit  consideration  under  the  sixth  criterion. 
MAPC  has  recently  engaged  in  the  following  activities: 

-Technical  assistance  was  given  to  a  local  planning  board_ 
interested  in  modifying  procedural  requirements  for  multi- 
unit  development  permits  to  require  a  set-aside  of  10  percent 
of  the  units  for  lower  income  households.  (This  was  finally 
adopted  by  Town  Meeting  for  a  lOO-unit  development;  10 
two-bedroom  condominiums  will  be  made  available  to  the  local 
housing  authority  at  cost,  a  purchase  price  which  is. 
well  below  market. ) 

-A  manual  has  been  developed  and  workshop  held  on 
adaptive  reuse  of  non  residential  buildings  for  housing. 
Based  on  inquiries  from  communities  interested  in  participating 
in  the  AHOP,  it  is  clear  that  adaptive  reuse  of  older  buildings 
such  as  schools  may  offer  a  means  of  providing  assisted  housing 
in  outreach  areas. 

-Technical  assistance  is  currently  being  given  by  the  Housing 
staff  on  center  revitalization  projects  which  will  provide 
assisted  housing  opportunities  in  two  suburban  communities. 

Bonus  funds  would  be  used  by  MAPC  primarily  for  three  types  of 
activities:  regional  outreach,  fair  marketing,  and  direct  incentive 
grants  to  communities.  Proposed  outreach  and  fair  marketing  are  discussed 
in  the  earlier  section  devoted  to  those  activities.  Direct  incentive 
grants  will  be  awarded  on  the  basis  of  proposals  and  evaluated  according 
to  the  following  criteria: 

-  applications  will  be  accepted  from  those  municipalities  which 
have  agreed  to  participate  in  the  AHOP,  prior  to  its  submission 
to  HUD,  and  from  nonprofit  organizations  with  a  proven  track  record 
in  the  type  of  activity  they  propose  to  carry  out. 
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-  the  project  emphasis  must  be  consistent  with  family  and  elderly 
balance  as  delineated  in  AHOP  goals  and  A-95  allocations  procedures, 

-  project  merit  and  feasibility, 

-  transferability  to  other  communities  i.e.  the  proposal  would  be 
a  demonstration  project  consistent  with  the  criteria  outlined 
earlier  in  this  chapter. 

In  addition  to  this  criteria,  special  consideration  will  be  given  to 
projects  meeting  one  or  more  of  the  following  requirements: 

-  the  proposed  project  will  provide  for  increased  interjurisdictional 
mobility  for  lower  income  persons, 

-  the  proposed  project  represents  a  new  initiative  by  the  applicant 
community; 

-  the  proposed  project  will  promote  adaptive  reuse  of  an  existing 
structure, 

-  the  proposed  project  will  promote  the  development  of  mixed  income 
housing, 

-  the  proposed  project  makes  special  provisions  for  handicapped  persons, or 

-  the  proposed  project  makes  special  provisions  for  large  families. 

Factors  related  to  the  sponsoring  community  will  also  be  taken  into 
consideration: 

-  the  community  has  eliminated  residency  preferences  in  public 
housing  or  has  made  significant  progress  in  removing  private 
market  barriers  such  as  those  discussed  in  Chapter  3, 

-  the  proposed  project  is  part  of  a  comprehensive  design  for 
economic  development  or  center  revitalization. 

The  importance  of  Bonus  Funds  in  achieving  AHOP  objectives  cannot  be 
underestimated.  It  is  anticipated  that  many  of  the  Bonus  CDBG  fund 
recipients  will  be  receiving  such  funds  for  the  first  time.  Section  8 
funds  (New  Construction,  Substantial  Rehab  and  Existing)  are  to  be  requested 
in  proportion  to  the  regional  three-year  goals  in  these  program  categories. 
These  funds  will  be  essential  to  meet  the  current  funding  shortfalls 
documented  in  Chapter  4.  Finally,  additional  701  monies  will  enable  MAPC 
to  expand  technical  assistance,  monitor  and  evaluation  activities  in  the 
region.  By  coordinating  these  efforts  with  other  MAPC  policy  areas, 
encouraging  and  assisting  communities  in  formulating  proposals,  and 
funding  regionally  directed  activities  for  subsidized  housing,  MAPC  can 
begin  to  meet  the  goals  of  the  AHOP. 
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Statement  of  Conformity^ 


HUD  Requirements 
(Subpart  E) 


MAPC  Response 


§8!)l.r)03     Kequirt'd  contents  of  ajipruvable 
pl:ins. 


(a)  An  areavvide  assessment,  based 
upon  reliable  and  uniform  data  using 
consistent  definitions  and  sources,  of 
the  housing  assistance  needs  of  lower 
income  households  (fncludinfj  house- 
holds displaced  or  to  be  displaced  by 
governmental  action).  This  assessment 
shall.  .IS  a  minimum,  indicate  housing 
assistance  needs  by  (1)  household  type 
(elderly  and/or  handicapped;  family; 
large  family),  (2)  housing  tenure 
(owner  and  renter),  (3)  female  heads 
of  household  and  (4)  minority  house- 
holds. In  addition,  the  assessment- 
shall  indicate  needs  by  household  type 
and  by  housing  tenure  for  each  county 
and  for  each  jurisdiction  of  over  25,000 
population. 


(b)  A  procedure  for  dislribulint,' 
housing  assistance  among  all  jurisdic- 
tions (including  non-Participating  Ju- 
risdictions) within  the  Plan  area  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  prot'.ram  objective. 
The  procedure  sliriil  reflect: 


(1)  Tiie  asscs.'.i.Meuls  ol  current  needs 
develoDcd  in  accordance  with 
§891. 563(a); 


(2)  Current  and  projected  (lor  at 
least  three  yeais)  changes  in  the  re- 
gional population  and  its  distribution 
among  jurisdictions  in  the  Plan  area, 
with  particular  emphasis  on  popula- 
tion data  and  trends  applicable  to 
lower  income  persons; 


Summary  of  areawicie  needs  anti  methociology 
usetj  presented  in  Chapter  1  of  Volume  1. 
Detailed  documentation  on  needs  in  Table 
series  of  Appendix  B;  methodology, 
Appendix  C. 


Chapters  4  and  5  in  Volume  1 


Chapter  4,  particularly  page  4-8. 


Chapter  3,  Table  3.1  and  page  3-3- 
individual  community  detail  in  Appendix  B,3. 


(3)  An  a,ssessment  of  the  number  ot 
those  lower  income  households  which 
could  be  expected  to  reside  in  each  ju- 
risdiction in  the  Plan  aiea  on  the  basis 
of  current  location  of  employment  or 
future  (for  at  least  three  years)  em- 
ployment opportunities  and  the  need 
for  spatial  deconcentration  in  accor- 
dance with  the  program  objective 
(taking  into  account  present  and  po- 
tential areas  of  undue  concentration 
of  low  income  and  rriinority  house- 
holds within  the  Plan  area). 

(4)  The  present  locations  of  assisted 
housing  and  jurisdictions  with  undue 
concentration.-,  of  such  housing; 


Chapter  3,  Table  3,2  summarizes  employment 
trends;  individual  community  detail  in 
Appendix  B,  Table  3. A. 2. 

Expected  to  reside  calculations 
incorporated  in  needs  methodology  sum- 
marized in  Chapter  1  and  documented  in 
Appendix  C. 

Undue  concentrations  of  households 
and  assisted  housing  discussed  in 
Chapter  2;  individual  community  detail 
given  in  Table  series  2  of  Appendix  B. 


(5)  For  juribdictions  with  HAPs, 
other  pertinent  data  and  factors  Iden- 
tified in  the  HAPs  of  jurisdictions  in 
the  Plan  area,  such  as  rehabilitation 
resources,  vacancies  and  those  items 
identified  in  the  HAPs  as  "limiting 
factors"; 


Appendix  B,  Table  3. A, 8. 


This  Enclosure  addresses  H.U.D.  requirements  specified  in  Section  890.505(b) (3] 
It  has  also  been  enclosed  as  Appendix  A. 


Land  availability  documented  in  Chapter  3, 
Table  3.7  and  in  Appendix  B,  Tables  3. A. 5 
and  3. A. 6;  fiscal  capacity  incorporated  in 
needs  methodology  (see  Appendix  C)  and 
discussed  Chapter  3,  Table  3.4  and  Appendl 
Table  3. A. 3. 


Appendix  E. 


Chapter  4  and  Table  series  4  in  Appendix  E 


Appendix  D-4. 


Chapters  4  and  5  and  Table  series  4  in 
Appendix  B. 


(6)  The  present  or  potential  c?.pacity 
of  each  jurisdiction  in  the  area  to  ac- 
commodate assisted  housing,  based  on 
appropriate  factors  such  as  land  avail- 
"ability.  actual  and  relative  fiscal  capac- 
ity among  jurisdictions  to  provide  nec- 
essary community  facilities  and  ser- 
vices, etc.; 


(7)  Areawide  policies  tor  community 
development,  economic  development, 
growth,  land  use,  transportation,  and 
environmental  protection  which  have 
been  adopted  or  are  being  developed 
by  the  AI'O 


(c)  Annual  and  tnree  year  percerii- 
age  goals  for  the  distribution  of  hous- 
ing assistance  which  have  been  derived 
from  the  distribution  procedure  and 
which  can  be  translated  into  numeri- 
cal goals.  Percentage  goals  shall  be  es- 
tablished as  a  minimum  for  each 
county    and    for   each    jurisdiction    of 

over  25.000  population  (ulit->ther  or  not 
it  is  a  Participating  Jurirsdiction) 
within  the  Plan  area.  The  gonls  shall 
address  the  nerds  identified  in 
§891. 503(a).  As  a  minimum,  the  three 
year  goals  shall  be  specific  as  to  houso- 

'hold  type  (elderly  and/or  handi- 
capped, family,  large  family)  and 
housing   tenure   (owner,   reiilcr).  .The 

•annual  and  the  thice-year  goals  shall 
be  specific  as  to  housing  type  (new,  re- 
habilitated, existing).  The  goals  shall 
take  into  account  all  lower  income 
housing  assistance  which  is  currently 
or  potentially  available  through  f'ed- 
eral.  Stale,  local  or  private  programs. 


■The  goals  identified  in  the  Plan  and 
those  identified  in  the  HAPs  covering 
Participating  Jurisdictions  are  to  be 
generally  consistent  in  terms  of  the 
annual  and  three-year  goals  by  hous- 
ing type  and  for  the  three  year  goals 
by  household  type. 


(d)  identilicatiun  ot  target  jufisci'.c- 
tions  for  outreach  activities  based  on 
interjurisdictional  outreach  goals. 

(1)  The  Plan  must  identify  jvirisdic- 
lions  (whether  or  not  they  are  Partici- 
pating Jurisdictions)  within  the  Plan 
area  to  which  the  outreach  activities 
required  under  §  391.503(f)(l)(iv)  will 
be  directed.  As  a  minimum,  the  APO 
shall  include  as  target  areas  each 
county  and  each  jurisdiction  over 
25,000  population  which  have  interjur- 
isdictional outreach  goals  (by  house- 
hold type)  based  on  the  following  cal- 
culation: 


(i)  The  difference  between  tlie  juris- 
diction's three  year  percentage  goal 
(§891.503(0)  and  its  relative  percent- 
age of  the  areawide  hoiisins  assistance 
need  (§  891.503(a))  divided  by  (ii)  the 
jurisdiction's  three  year  percentace 
goal.  For  example.  Community  X  has 
10  percent  of  the  areawide  need  for 
large  families,  and  its  percentage  goal 
is  fifteen  percent  of  the  housing  as.sis- 
tance  becoming  available  which  might 
address  this  need.  The  outreach  goal  is 
determined  by  subtracting  the  needs 
percentage  (10  percent)  from  the  goals 
percentage  (15  percent).  The  differ- 
ence of  five  percent  is  divided  by  the 
goals  percentage  (15  percent).  The 
result.  33 '/3   percent,  is  the  outreach 


goal.  If  the  jurisclictions  percentage  ol 
the  areawide  need  is  equal  to  or  great- 
er than  its  three  year  percentage  goal, 
there  need  not  be  an  outreach  goal. 
However,  such  jurisdictions  will  be  ex- 
pected to  affirmatively  further  fair 
housing  on  a  general  basis.  If  the 
three  year  percentage  goal  is  higher 
than  the  jurisdiction's  percentage  of 
areawide  need,  then  an  outreach  goal 
is  indicated.  In  addition,  the  Plan  may 
desiKnate  additional  jurisdictions 
which  should  have  outreach  goals  and 
activities  to  increase  opportunities  for 
non-residents. 


(2)  The  Plan  also  shall  establish  out- 
reach goals  for  each  target  jurisdic- 
tion. These  goals  may  be  determined 
by  employing  the  calculation  in  para- 
graph (d)(1)  of  this  section,  or  another 
methodology  acceptable  to  HUD 
which  establishes  goals  for  outreach 
activities  designed  to  provide  access  to 
housing  opportunities  for  residents  or 
jurisdictions  with  undue  concentra- 
tions of  low  income  or  minority  house- 
holds. 


(e)  Identification  and  analysis  of  all 
known  legal,  administrative  or  other 
barriers  (e.g..  residency  preferences  or 
requirements,  exclusionary  zoning. 
etc.)  which  restrict  the  choice  or  oth- 
erwise hinder  the  fair  and  equal  access 
of  lower  income  houseliolris.  particu- 
larly large  families  and  minority  and 
female-headed  households,  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  available  or  potentially 
available  housing  opportunities 
(whether  assisted  or  not)  outside  areas 
;.nd  jurisdictions  which  contain  undue 
concentrations  of  low-income  or  ml- 
noritv  liouseholds  in  the  Plan  area. 


Appendix  B,  Table  4. A. 3. 


Appenciix  B,  Table  4. A. 4;  fair  housing 
activities  for  these  negative  outreach 
(and  positive  outreach  communities) 
(iiscussed  in  Chapter  5. 


(f )  Activities  to  implement  the  Plan. 

(1)  Implementation  activities  shall, 
a!,  a  minimum,  include  the  following: 

(1)  Activities  designed  to  remove 
'^gal,  administrative  or  other  barriers 
which  limit  liousing  opportimKies 
identified  in  accordance  with  para 
graph  (e)  of  this  section,  such  as  the 
elimination  of  e.xclusionary  zoning,  re- 
moval of  restrictive  building  codes  or 
site  plan  requirements,  development 
of  areawide  affirmative  fair  housing 
marketing  goals  and  strategies,  Imple- 
mentation of  measures  to  lncrep.se  the 
efficiency  of  administrative  processing 
of  applications  for  building  permits, 
etc. 


Land  Use  controls  discussed  in  Chapter  3, 
Table  3.5  and  3.6  and  documented  by  individu; 
community  in  Appendix  B,  Tables  3. A. 4, 
3. A. 6,  and  3. A. 7.   Residency  preference 
policies  and  provisions  for  accessory 
apartments  documented  in  Table  3. A. 7. 


Chapter  5. 


(ii)  Use  of  the  APO's  A-95  review 
powers  to  ensure  that  not  only  hous- 
ing but  oUier  local  and  areawide  ac- 
tivities which  are  subject  to  APO 
reviev.'  under  KUD  reguJations  imple- 
menting OMB  Circular  A-S5  support 
the  program  objective; 

(iii)  Activities  to  enlist  the  coopera- 
tion of  existing  PHAs  (and/or  efforts 
to  create  an  areawide  PHA  or  other 
entity)  to  operate  programs  designed 
to  achieve  the  program  objective: 
(iv)   O^itrcach    activities   to   achieve' 
the   program   objective    for  matching 
eligible  farriiiies  with  suitable  and  uvia- 
lable    housing     assistance     resources, 
such  as  through  an  areawic'.e  housing 
information,   referral,  and  counseling 
service.  These  outreach  activities  shall 
be  directed  towards  achieving  for  each 
jurisdiction  the  outreacli  goal  ide>nti- 
fied  in  accordance  with  §  891.503(d)  in 
the  occupancy   of  newly-available  as- 
sisted housing  distributed  pursuant  to 
the  Plan. 

(2)  Other  implementation  activities 
may  include,  but  need  not  be  limited 
to,  the  following: 

(i)  Coordinating  the  use  of  support- 
ive resources  such  as  Community  De- 
velopment Block  Grants  or  other  Fed- 
eral, State,  or  local  funds  for  activities 
which  will  help  implement  the  Plan, 
such  as  site  acquisition  and  prepara- 
tion, development  of  community  facili- 
ties and  .supportive  services,  support  of 
outreach  to  households  in  areas  and 
jurisdictions  of  undue  concentration 
to  advise  them  of  available  housing 
opportunities,  etc.: 

(ii)  Provision  of  technical  assistance 
to  PHAs  or  prospective  developers  and 
sponsors  in  identifying  sites,  obtaining 
financing,  etc.; 

(iii)  Preparation  and  dissemination 
of  areawide  guides  which  identify 
housing  opportunities  for  lower 
Income  households. 

(iv)  Development  of  programs  In- 
volving the  private  sector  (financial  in- 
stitutions, developers,  realtors,  local 
fair  housing  and  civil  rights  groups, 
etc.)  in  activities  to  implement  the 
Plan,  such  as  affirmative  marketin?, 
expansion  of  loan  or  credit  avallabil- 
ity.  etc 


Chapter  5  (continued), 


(g)  Evidence  of  agreement  between 
the  APO  and  each  Participating  Juri:- 
diction  (or  with  a  countj'  on  behalf  of 
certain  Participating  Jurisdictions,  as 
provided  in  §  891.504(a))  on  the  hous- 
ing assistance  goals  established  under 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  and  of 
agreemejit  on  implementation  activi- 
ties in  accordance  with  paragraph  (i) 
of  this  section. 

(1)  For  Participating  Jurisdictions 
with  approved  HAPs.  this  evidence 
shall  include  (i)  general  consistency  of 
the  goals  in  the  HAP  with  the  goals  in 
the  Plan  (or  a  commitment  to  achieve 


Appendix  D-2 


Appendix  D-4,  in  conjunction  with 
Appendix  D-2. 


consistency  as  evidenced  by  a  letter 
from  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  on 
behalf  of  the  povornine  body  of  the 
Participatinf:  Jurisdiction  indicating 
the  jurisdiction's  intent  to  amend  its 
HAP  to  be  generally  consistent  with 
the  Plan)  and  (ii)  evidence  of  support- 
ive community  deve!op:ii.ent  or  olht-r 
implementation  activiti-^j.  In  addition 
to  the  above,  this  cvidfiifc;  may  in- 
clude a  narrative  statement  in  Table 
in  cf  the  HAPs  of  Particip.-ilinjr  Juris- 
dictions requesting;  that  a  State  or 
agency  thereof  ;includin2  HFDAs) 
submit  applications  for  assistance  for 
local  government  reviev/  and  comment 
in  accordance  with  §C91.^01  of  Sub- 
par^  B  of  this  part- 


ed) For  Participating  Jurisdictions 
without  approved  HAPs,  this  evidence 
shall  include  (i)  an  individual  v;ritten 
agreement  from  the  Chief  Executive 
Officer  on  behalf  of  the  governing 
body  of  the  Participating  Jurisdiction 
or  (ii)  an  equivalent  demonstration  of 
cominitment  to  the  protjram  objective 
and  implementation  activities  by  the 
Participating  Jurisdiction  which  is  ac- 
ceptable to  the  Secretary  e.g., 
through  commitment  of  funds  in  sup- 
port of  implementation  activities,  re- 
moval of  barriers  to  housing  opportu- 
nities or  the  provision  of  lower  income 
housing,  or  cooperation  in  efforts  to 
meet  the  criteria  for  priority  Approved 
Plans  In  §391.606.) 


§891.501  Additional  requirements  for  ap- 
provuble  Plans, 
(a)  The  Plan  shall  apply  to  and  in- 
clude as  Participating  Jurisdictions  at 
least  fifty  percent  of  the  jurisdictions 
in  the  Plan  area,  and  Participating  Ju- 
risdictions sliall  represent  at  least  sev- 
enty five  percent  of  the  population  of 
the  Plan  area.  For  the  purposes  of 
counting  Participating  Jurisdiction.", 
In  lieu  of  separate  evidence  of  agree- 
ment with  the  APO  required  under 
§  891.503(g),  any  jurisdiction  within  a 
county  which  is  a  Participating  Juris- 
diction may  be  counted  as  a  Partici- 
pating Jurisdiction  if  (1)  the  county's 
agreement  with  the  APO  on  percent- 
age goals  applies  to  that  jurisdiction 
and  there  is  a  county-wide  PHA,  or 
the  county  has  reached  agreement  on 
percentage  goals  and  implementation 
activities  with  that  jurisdiction  and 
the  Plan  provides  written  evidence 
thereof;  and  (2)  the  agreeiiient  be- 
tween the  county  and  the  APO  speci- 
fies general  locations  for  assisted 
housing  within  that  jurisdiction  if  it  is 
not  covered  by  an  approved  H  A  P. 


Appendix.  D-2. 


Appendix  D-2. 


(b)  The  Plan  sliall  have  been  ap- 
proved  by  the  governing  body  of  the 
APO. 


Appendix  D-3, 


(c)  The  Plan  must  be  accompanied 
by  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  can  be 
implt'mcnted.  This  evidence  should  in- 
clude, but  is  not  limited  to.  (1)  the 
availability  of  sites  for  new  construc- 
tion     or     substantial      rehabilitation, 


Land  availability  documented  in  Chapter  .3, 
Table  3.7  and  Appendix  B,  Tables  3. A. 5. 
and  3.A.6. ;sites  for  new  construction 
and  rehabilitation  in  Table  4. A. 6. 


where  applicable,  wnich  are  consistent 
with  tlie  program  objective;  and  which 
can  meet  the  apijlicable  housing  pro- 
Gram  standards  in  those  j.irisdictions 
iii  which  the  I'lan  proposes  the  use  of 
newly-conatructed      or      rehabilitated 


housing;  (2)  dcvtlo-per/spoiisor  intfr 
est  in  programs  for  lower  income  hors- 
ing (e.g..  as  evidenced  by  propcsals  in 
response  to  recent  Notifications  of 
Fund  Availability  or  invitations  for 
housing  applications);  (3)  the  wilhng- 
ness  and  ability  of  established  PHAs 
to  administer  or  otherwise  participate 
where  goals  have  been  assigned  for  a 
program  wliich  requires  the  participa- 
tion of  a  PHA,  or  actions  taken  by  ju- 
risdictions to  establish  PHAs  or  to  ne- 
gotiate agreements  with  e.xisting 
PKAs  to  perform  this  function;  (4) 
commitment  of,  or  satisfactory  pro- 
gress in  com.miting  contract  authority 
currently  allocated  to  the  Pkui  area 
(for  the  Section  8  Existing  Housing 
Program,  consideration  shall  be  given 
to  the  occupancy  status  of  approved 
programs  in  order  to  assess  the  ab- 
sorption capacity  of  the  Participating 
Jurisdiction);  (5)  where  the  Plan  pro- 
poses use  of  the  Section  8  Existing 
Housing  Program,  sufficient  vacancies 
with  adeciuate  rents  to  support  a  feasi- 
ble program  consistent  with  the  pro- 
gram objective;  and  (6)  cooperation  by 
Pa.rticipating  jurisdictions  in  remov- 
ing impediments  to  the  provision  of 
lower  income  housing  which  have 
been  imposed  by  local  governments. 


(d)  The  Plan  shall  include  evidence 
that  it  has  been  and  will  be  coordinat- 
ed with  appropriate  State  and 
areawide  agencies,  including  A-95 
clearinghouses  and  HFDAs,  to  ensure 
general  consistency  of  data  on 
areawide  needs  between  the  Plan  and 
any  State  or  other  areawide  housing 
and  licusing-related  plans  applicable 
to  all  or  part  of  the  Plan  area. 

(e)  The  Plan  shall  include  evidence 
that  it  has  been  and  will  be  used  in  tiie 
A-95  review  of  all  applications  for 
community  development,  housing  as- 
sistance and  all  other  programs  or  ac- 
tivities which  are  subject  to  APO 
revie^v  under  HUD  regulations  imple- 
menting OMB  Circular  A-95. 


§  831. .'505     Procedures  for  submission  of  re- 
quests for  Plan  approval. 

(a)  Requests  for  Plan  approval  may 
be  submitted  to  HUD  at  ajiy  time.  The 
original  copy  of  each  request  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Housing— Federal  Housing  Com- 
missioner. Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development,  451  Scventii 
Street  SW..  Room  9100,  Washington, 
D.C.  20410.  In  addition,  two  copies 
shall  be  addrc.v,.-d  to  the  Rof;ional  Ad- 
ministrator serving  the  Plvm  area.  In 
the  event  the  Plan  area  is  served  by 
more  than  one  Rtgioral  Office,  the  re- 
quest shall  be  .submitted  to  the  Re- 
gional Office  which  .serves  the  largest 
geographical  portion  of  the  Plan  area. 
All  requests  shall  be  submitted  to  each 
required  addressee  at  the  same  time. 


Chapter  4,  particularly  Tables  4.1  atKJ 
4.2  and  accompanying  text. 


Appendix  D-4. 


Chapter  5  and  Appendix  D-4. 


(b)  Each  request  for  Plan  approval 
shall  consist  of: 

(DA  letter  of  transmittal  signed  by 
the  chief  executive  of  the  APO  sub- 
in  i  t  ti  n  sJiTeregiiest; 


(2)  An  index  of  all  documents  and 
materials  submitted  with  the  request; 


Covering  letter.  Enclosure  A. 


ii)  A  Statement  wnicn  aauresses  tne 
Plan's  conformity  to  each  of  the  re- 
ciuirements  contained  in  §§891.503  and 
ri91.504  and  discusses  how  the  Plan,  in- 
cluding implementation  activities, 
meets  the  program  objective; 


Enclosure  B  accompanying  transmittal  letter. 


(41J  A  use  01  au  jurisaictions  within 
the  Plan  area,  identification  of  Partici- 
patins  Jurisdictions;  identification  of 
jurisdictions  covered  by  approved 
HAPs;  and,  identification  of  jurisdic- 
tions targeted  for  outreach  activities 
wiMi  their  specific  outreach  goals,  de- 
termined in  accordance  with 
g 891.503(d).  Specific  outreach  goals 
need  not  accompany  requests  for  Plan 
approval  stibmitted  before  June  30, 
1978.  However,  all  Requests  submitted 
before  that  date  must  include  a  sched- 
ule for  establishing  such  goals  by  June 
30.  1978.  Any  Plans  submitted  alter 
June  30,  1S73  must  contain  outreach 
goals  for  each  target  jurisdiction; 


Enclosure  C  and  detailed  reference  in 
Appendix  A. 


(5)  identiiicaUon  ol  OTe  reiativ 
degree  of  conce.ntratio.n  of  low  income 
households  and  of  minority  house- 
holds for  each  jurisdiction  in  the  Plan 
area,  and,  if  information  is  readily 
available,  identification  of  areas  of 
undue  concentration  within  individual 
jurisdictions; 


Appendix  D-2 
Appendix  D-4 
Appendix  B,  Table  4. A. 3 


(b)  A  discussion  01  the  methodology 
and  sources  of  data  used  in  assessing 
areawide  housing  assistance  needs 
under  § 891.503(a); 


Appendix  B,  Table  2.A.1 


<i)  A  staie.Tienc  oi  me  laCtors  4hd 
overall  strategy  used  to  determine  the 
household  type  and  the  suitability  of 
housing  type  in  establishing  and  as- 
signing the  percentage  goals  for  each 
jurisdiction  (or  identifiable  category  of 
jurisdiction)  in  accordance  with 
§891.503(0); 


i»;  A  nariaiive  e.xplartaiiin  Of  IM' 
process  or  procedures  to  be  used  by 
the  APO  to  determine  the  geographic 
distribution  tha:  it  v;i!i  recom.'-nend  be 
provided  in  accordance  with  the  hous- 
ing assistance  so?.!?  id..-ntif!?d  in  the 
Plan  (i>  in  the  e.czit  the  amount  of 
contract  or  budget  authori-.y  made 
available  within  the  Plan  arc-2.  is  insuf- 
ficient to  accommodate  the  areawide 
goals  in  any  fiscal  year  or  (ii)  in  the 
event  unanticipited  resources  from 
other  sources  become  available. 


(y)  A  ciiscussion  01  tne  re;s;ective  r'c- 
sponsibilities  of  the  Participating  Ju- 
risdictions for  the  implcmen-.ation  ac- 
tivities, including  activities  to  be  un- 
dertaken by  the  State  and  private 
agencies  or  orga.-.iiations,  as  appropri- 
ate; 


(10)   r'or   Farlici.Ljating  Ju.-istlictions 
that  are  not  covered  by  a  HAP,  the 


Appendix  C. 


Chapter  4. 


Chapter  4. 


Chapter  5  and  Appendix  D-5. 


Appendix  B,  Table  4. A. 6. 
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general  ]ocatiora  (by  census  tract  or 
other  appropriate  subjurisdictional  de- 
linration)  proposed  for  assisted  hov.s- 
ini;  in  accorcir.iicg  ■■'.ith  the  percentp. 


eoaJs  in  §oyi.503'c);  for  Pariicipatijis 
Jurisdictions  covered  by  approved 
HAPs,  a  discussion  of  whether  the  pro- 
posed locations  identified  in  the  HAP 
are  consistent  with  the  program  objec- 
tive and  if  not.  what  actions  are 
planned  to  correct  these  inconsisten- 
cies in  accordance  with  the  program 
objective; 


(11)  A  summarv  of  the  recent  experi- 
ence  of  jurisdictions  within  the  Plan 
area  with  federally  or  non-federally 
assisted  housing  programs,  inchiding 
the  status  and  amount  of  housing  as- 
sistance for  the  number  of  units  pro- 
vided with  such  assistance)  received  by 
each  jurisdiction  during  the  current 
federal  fiscal  year  and  each  of  the  pre- 
vious two  fiscal  years  (broken  down  by 
housing  type  and  by  household  type 
to  the  extent  this  level  of  detail  is 
avai!ab!e): 


Appendix  B,  Table  4. A. 6. 


Appendix  B,  Table  4. A. 5  gives 
detail  for  individual  communities; 
summary  given  in  Chapter  4. 


(12)  Where  the  Plan  has  been  in 
effect  for  twelve  or  more  months,  the 
impact  of  the  Plan  on  the  distribution 
of  housing  assistance  and  It-s  success  in 
addressing  the  program  objective 
within  the  Plan  area  since  approval  of 
the  Plan,  or  an  earlier  version  of  the 
Plan,  by  the  governing  bodv  of  the 
APO; 


Not  applicable, 


(13)  A  description  of  the  citizen  par- 
ticipation process  used  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Plan,  either  in  accordance 
with  requirements  under  section  701 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954  as  amended 
or  In  accordance  with  State  or  local  re- 
quirements, including  a  description  of 
the  opportunities  for  and  the  methods 
of  participation  that  were  available  to 
public  and  private  agencies  and  orga- 
nizations; 


Appendix  D-1. 


(14)  Copies  of  comments  submitted 
by  other  tireawide  clearinghouses  or  a 
statement  describing  coordination  ac-  j 
tivitics  unriertaJcen  in  accordance  with 

§891.504;d). 


(c)  In  heu  of  a  separate  and  ciistmct 
discusrion  of  any  or  all  of  items  re-  j 
quired  in  subparagraphs  (4)  through 
(14)  of  this  paragraph,  the  APO  may.i 
at  Its  option,  provide  an  index  which 
refers  to  any  other  portion  of  the  Plan 
or  the  request  which  specifically  re- 
sponds  to  these  items. 


Appendix  D-4. 


Enclosure  B, 


(d)  If  a  portion  of  the  area  served  by 
an  APO  is  also  served  by  another  APO 
and  both  submit  a  request  in  the  same 
federal  fiscal  year,  the  area  served  by 
the  APO  with  the  smaller  geographic 
area  of  coverage  may  be  included  in 
that  of  the  APO  with  the  larger  geo- 
graphic area  of  coverage  for  the  pur- 
pose of  submitting  requests  or  for 
counting  Participating  Jurisdictions  In 
accordance  with  §C91.504(a)  if  the 
Plan  covering  the  area  meets  all  appli- 
cablir  requirements  under  this  Sub- 
part. However,  each  Plan  must  meet 
all  applicable  requirements  In  order  to 
be  considered  independently  for  ap- 
proval. 
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